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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Vice-CHANnceLtor Bacon, who has been confined to his house by 
a severe cold, will not resume his sittings in court before Monday 
next. 





WITH REFERENCE to the notice relating to the Examiners’ Office 
which we printed on the 15th inst., we may add that, on the 31st 
inst., the depositions in all matters pending in that office which 
on that day shall be still incomplete, will be handed over to the 
Chancery Registrars, to be given, on payment of fees, to the solici- 
tors entitled to them. 





THE ORDER FoR TRANSFER from the Chancery Division to the 
Queen’s Bench Division, which we anticipated last week, has been 
issued, and will be found in another column. Forty-seven actions 
are transferred, four from Vice-Chancellor Bacon, fourteen from 
Mr. Justice Kay, eleven from Mr. Justice Currry, and eighteen 
from Mr. Justice Pearson. It will be observed that the earliest of 
these forty-seven actions was set down on the 15th of September, 
1883. 





THE NEW REGULATIONS, in substitution for those formerly in 
vogue at the Examiners’ Office, have added to the cost of proceed- 
ings by entailing the necessity for obtaining an order in all cases in 
which parties require to go before an examiner of the court, 
whereas, formerly, no such formality was necessary. This order 
is generally obtained by summons before the chief clerk. The 
question has been mooted why, in such cases as would formerly 
have gone before the examiner without an order, a reference to 
the new examiners should not be obtainable by means of a petition 
of course. This would considerably diminish the present cost of 
the proceeding. 





Ir 1s TorERaABLY well known that the ingenious and acute 
practitioners who issue writs in chancery actions have discovered 
means of avoiding the operation of the rule which prescribes the 
selection of judges by rotation. One of these means, recently 
discovered and as yet little used, which is accomplished through 
the medium of transfer from a county court, is excessively clever ; 
but it will not be desirable for practitioners to place reliance upon 
it, inasmuch as we believe that the authorities are alive to the 
device, and intend to adopt measures to render it futile. Another 
mode, no doubt known to many of our readers, is not likely to be 
80 easily checked. 





WE ARE ON THE EVE of important changes in the judicial system. 
There seems to be no doubt that arrangements have now been 
completed under which the circuits will be undertaken exclusively 
by the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division, leaving the judges of 
the Chancery Division and the Court of Appeal at liberty to continue 
uninterruptedly their sittings in London. This is matter for con- 
gratulation to every one concerned, except, perhaps, to certain 


Tuesday, it would appear that the proposal for lengthened sittings 
of a judge at each’ of the great commercial centres is likely to be 
adopted in a more or less modified form. 





By rue peatu of Mr. H..5 on Friday last, the convey- 
ancing bar has lost PEEP omiver His drafting was 
characterized by care, precision, and finish, and his powerful and 
subtle intellect found congenial oecupation in the intricacies of real 
property law. But this was not the pursuit in which he became 
best known. Many years ago he was ‘‘ taken into” the celebrated 
suit of Martin v. Mackonochie, and so mastered all the mysteries 
of the ecclesiastical learning involved in that long-protracted case 
as to become one of the recognized authorities on the subject. It 
is not generally known that he was hardly less familiar with inter- 
national law, in the development of which he took a deep interest. 
His efforts on behalf of minority representation brought him 
frequently before the public. He was, up to a recent date, a 
frequent and valued contributor to the columns of this journal, on 
questions connected with his favourite subjects. His contributions 
were marked by a firmness and vigour of view which, to those 
who knew his habitual caution, and anxiety, as he expressed it, 
to ‘see all round” a subject, was sometimes a little surprising ; 
but the explanation was that’ he never wrote on any subject until, 
after pondering it, he had attained a clear and definite conclusion. 
Personally, he was one of the kindliest, most unassuming, and most 
honourable of men. His intellectual eminence was absolutely 
unmarred by arrogance, and the expression of his strong convic- 
tions was always tempered by a sensitive regard for the feelings of 
his opponents. 





Ir THERE IS ANY TRUTH in a report which has appeared in one of 
the daily newspapers, that the profession may congratulate itself 
upon the prospect of another Settled Land Act, the circumstance 
will afford afresh proof, if any proof were needed, that the sharpest 
eyes cannot see very far into the future. According to the state- 
ment in question, a Bill is being drafted, under the instructions of 
the indefatigable Lord Cars, for the p of amending the 
Settled Land Act in some particulars in which it has been found 
to work very inconveniently in practice. Of these the principal 
are:—(1) The notices required by section 45 to be given by the 
tenant for life to the trustees their solicitor before exercising 
the most important of the statutory powers, including the power 
of leasing; and (2) the prohibition imposed by section 56, sub- 
section (2), against the exercise of like powers by the trustees 
without the consent of the tenant for life. With regard to the 
first of these projected alterations, we may observe that the statu- 
tory notices are undoubtedly productive of considerable incon- 
venience; but, at the same time, a proposal to allow limited 
owners to deal in secret, and without any restraint, with the 
property of other people, is one which should receive very serious 
consideration before it is adopted. The protection afforded by the 
Act to persons dealing with the tenant for life, though it imports 
that the dealing must be in good faith, is sufficiently extensive to 


make it difficult to im such transactions after they have once 
been completed. And we have known cases (and, indeed, such 


cases re Nw found in the published reports) in which a tenant for 
life has been actuated by feelings of animosity against the remain- 
derman, and would have been not unwilling to purchase the power 





members of the common law bar, who, during the circuits, will 
have some difficulty in attending to their business on circuit and 
before the Court of Appeal No. 1. At the same time, as we all | 
know, arrangements are being made for the concentration of | 
circuits, and for sending only one judge on the smaller circuits. | 
From Sir W. Haxcovrr’s answer to the Lancashire deputation on 


of injuring the latter at the price of injuring himself. As to the 
second proposal, a remedy must be found which would not involve 
the existence simultaneously of two persons or bodies of persons, 
each with absolute authority to enter into a binding contract to 
sell or lease the same land, the possible inconvenience of which is 
too obvious to need any mention. The remedy suggested is stated 
22 
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to be “to give back to trustees their plenary powers until the 
tenants for life shall have given them a formal notice forbidding 
their exercise,” and, ge to proper precautions, such a remedy 
might be satisfactory. Perhaps we may venture to express a hope 
that the new Bill, if it ly exists, will be translated into 
English before it is made into an Act. 





Ty rue rurortant case of Tiverton and North Devon Railway Com- 
pany v. Loosemore the House of Lords (after a re-argument on account 
its difficulty), reversing the judgment of the Court of Appeal ‘50 
W. R. 130, L. R. 22 Ch. D. 25), and restoring that of Fry, J. (30 
W. R. 628), held, on Tuesday last, that the 85th section of the Lands 
Clauses Act may be acted upon, and land taken away from the owner 
by a railway company, thirteen days before expiration of the period 
limited by statute for the completion of the railway. The Court of 
Appeal had held that for a company to enter upon land at such a 
time was an abuse of the powers of the 85th section, by the 
terms of which, if the promoters of an undertaking shall be 
desirous of entering upon and using lands before the price to be 
paid can be settled by agreement, award, or verdict, they may do 
80 by depositing in the bank the amount claimed, or the value of 
the land as fixed by two surveyors, and also giving a bond con- 
ditioned for payment of the sum to be eventually assessed as the 
value in the ordinary manner. This decision of the Court of 
Appeal appears principally to have turned upon the meaning given 
to the word “using,” in the 85th section. “They [the com- 
pany ],” observed Jesset, M.R., ‘can only use for the purposes of 
the Act; that is, for making the railway,’’ and inasmuch as by 
a common form clause of the special Act the powers for making 
the railway were to cease to be exercised within five years, and, 
therefore, in thirteen days from the entry, the court held that 
the powers of the 85th section of the. Lands Clauses Act could not 
be exercised in that period, and must, therefore, be taken to 
have expired. The House of Lords has declined to take this view. 
‘*T see nothing in the Act,” observed Earl Carens, “ which en- 
grafts on the absolute power given by the 85th section a qualifi- 
cation that possession must be taken not only within five yeas, 
but also so long before the expiration of the five years as that the 
railway can be made on the land within five years. Such a read- 
ing of the 85th section would make the power to be one exercise- 
able, not within five years, but within five years minus so many 
weeks or months as would he needed to make and eomplete the 
railway.” We think this reasoning is unanswerable, but it is 
material to point out that his lordship added that, “‘in the absence 
of laches or bad faith he could see no ground on which the com- 
— could be pronounced in the wrong.’’ If such bad faith, there- 
, could be proved, the case might come to be “ distinguished.” 
On the other hand, the dictwm of Matrs, V.C., in Field v. Car- 
sarvon and Llanhberis Railway Company (16 W. BR. 278, L. B. 5 
Eq. 190), that the powers of section 85 of the Lands Clauses Act 
are exereiseable only in case of urgent necessity, must now be 
taken to be bad law. 





Tue worxixe of the new Bankruptcy Act in the matter of the 
supervision exercised by the Board of Trade over the appointment 
of trustees is exciting a good deal of comment in different parts of 
the country, The creditors appoint a trustee ; the Board of Trade 
object to the appointment without affording any opportunity for 
explanation by the person nominated as trustee, and a new meeting 
of creditors is summoned, at which a more or less unseemly 
wrangle occurs. Thus at Halifax, last week, the Board of Trade 
refused to confirm the appointment of an accountant as trustee, on 
the ground that he was “ practically the nominee of the debtors, 
having prepared the statement of their affairs,” there being, as 
was admitted by the official receiver, not the slightest objection of 
@ personal character to the accountant selected. At Lincoln, a 
week or two ago, a trustee was appointed by the creditors, and the 
Board of Trade intimated their intention of confirming the 
manent, but six days afterwards the appointment was can- 
celled by the Board without any communication with the trustee, 
on the ground that ‘it is not desirable in the interest of the cred- 
itors that your appointment (as the nominee of the bankrupt’s 
solicitor) should be confirmed.” The trustee whose appointment 





was cancelled absolutely denied that he was nominated by the 
bankrupt’s solicitor, who, he said, so far as he knew, had nothing 
to do with his appointment. At the subsequent meeting of credi- 
tors a resolution declaring that by the refusal of the Board of 
Trade to confirm the appointment ‘an unmerited slight” had 
been cast on the trustee so appointed, and declaring the entire 
confidence of the creditors in him, and their ‘unchanged 
belief that he is a fit and proper person to fill the office 
of trustee”? was passed with only one dissentient. If state- 
ments made at the meeting are to be believed, the real cause fer 
cancelling the appointment was that the trustee had refused 
to employ a solicitor nominated by the official receiver. 
Whether this is so or not, the practice of rejecting a trustee 
appointed by the creditors upon private and ex parte statements, 
without allowing him any opportunity of explanation, is obviously 
extremely unjust, and is calculated to prevent men of standing 
from allowing themselves to be nominated for the post of trustee. 
The duty cast on the Board of Trade by section 21 (2) of the 
new Act is one requiring great care and judgment in its exercise, 
and, from the instances which have come under our notice, we 
doubt whether the officials of the department are alive te the 
evils which may result from an arbitrary exercise of their discre- 
tion, If is to be hoped that if such a case as that at Lincoln should 
recur, the creditors will request the Board of Trade to notify the 
objection to the High Court, under section 21 (3) of the Act, in 
order that Mr. Justice Cave’s common sense may be brought to bear 
on the officials. 





Iz 1s purvicurr to exaggerate the importance te the brewing 
interest of the point raised before the Divisional Court in 
Garratt v. Justices of Middlesex on Monday last. Mr, Gannare 
was the mortgagee of a beerhouse to which a licence had 
been attached prior to May, 1869, being, therefore, one 
of the beerhouses to which the renewal of a licence may 
not be refused except on one of four grounds specified in the 
8th section of that Act, which affect the character of the applicant 
or the house proposed te be licensed, The holder of the licence ap- 

lied for renewal in dne course, and the licensing justices refused 
it on a ground not being ene of the four specified in section 8, 
the ground being that, when before the justices, the holder of the 
licence stated that he no longer wished for the renewal, and 
then and there withdrew his application. The mortgagee appealed 
to quarter sessions, and the quarter sessions dismissed the appeal, 
subject to a case for the High Court, in which the main question 
was whether the mortgagee hed @ loeus standi to appeal or not. 
This depends upon the construction of section 27 of the Licensing 
Act, 1828. By that section (which is applied to beerhouses, se far 
as renewals and transfers are concerned, by the Wine and Beerhouse 
Act, 1869, and the Licensing Act, 1872), “any person who shall 
think himself aggrieved by any act of any justice’ may appeal to 
quarter sessions. It had been already held, in R. v. Middlesex 
Justices (3 B, & Ad. 938), that by the word ‘‘aggrieved”’ is meant 
“immediately aggrieved,” as by a refusal of a licence to the 
person wishing to appeal, so that a publican who complained of the 
grant of a new licence to another publican, whereby his own 
business would be consequentially aggrieved, had no locus standi to 
appeal; and it was sought on behalf of the justices, both on the 
authority of this case and upon principle, to contend that the mort- 
gagee had no Joeus standi. It was also urged that, even if the 
mortgagee could appeal, the licensing justices had no jurisdiction 
to renew a man’s licence against his will, and that the remedy of 
the mortgagee, if any, was to apply for a transfer of the licence to 
himself or to his nominee, under the 14th section of the Act of 
1828, whereby a transfer may be made to a new occupier in case 
the ogeupier of @ licensed house, “ being about to quit the same,” 
shall have neglected to apply for a renewal at the gencral annual 
licensing meeting, The court, Lord Copermper, C.J., and Sreruuy, 
J,, decided in fayour of the mortgagee, A person who had lent 
£8,000—such was the amount—upon ag security which would be 
considerably impaired by the act of the justices in refusing to 
renew the licence, was, the learned judges considered, i jately 
aggrieved by such act, and with regard to the practical difficulty of 
granting a man a licence against his will, they pointed attention to 
a certain irreyocable power of attorney (common in cases of this 
kind) under which the licence-holder had empowered the mortgagee 
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to do in his name all acts necessary to keep up the licence, and so 
forth. When once this power was brought to the knowledge of the 
licensing justices, the court were of opinion that they had juris- 
diction, and were in fact bound, to renew the licence to the 
licence-holding mortgagor upon the application of the mortgagee. 
In the course of the argument, too, it was intimated by the court 
that the transfer section (14) of the Act of 1828 did not apply to 
the case. The questions raised are of considerable difficulty, and 
looking to the sole recognition in the early Licensing Acts of the 
licensed holder as the party before the licensing justices (see Bryant 
y. Beattie, 4 Bing. N. C. 254), whereas later Licensing Acts have 
recognized owners and mortgagees (see, ¢,., section 55 of the Act of 
1872, and section 29 of the Act of 1874), it may perhaps be found, 
should the case come to the Court of Appeal, that mortgagees will 
have to suffer from some casus omissus which no judicial decision 
can effectively supply, 





Mr. Cowen recently stated, in the course of a public speech, 
that since he had been in Parliament (1874) there had been some- 
thing like 3,000 Acts of Parliament passed. ‘ One-third of them,” 
he said, ‘‘ were utterly inoperative, burthening the Statute Book 
without ever being referred to; one-third had only a transitory 
influence, very often the exact opposite to what was intended ; and 
only about one-third had exercised any direction upon the life of 
the nation. No doubt, in the complicated state of society 
which existed in these days, more legislation was necessary than 
formerly ; but still, it was his opinion that what the people could 
do for themselves it was undesirable to seek by legislation to do 
for them.’’ There can be no doubt of the increasing cumbrousness 
and complexity of modern legislation, but there is equally no 
doubt that the public Acts of Parliament passed from 1874 
to 1883 inclusive do not nearly reach the number of 3,000. 
We have examined the ten statute books of the period, and find 
the result to be as follows :—In 1874, 96; in 1875, 96; in 1876, 
81; in 1877, 69; in 1878, 79; in 1879, 78; in 1880, 67; in 
1881, 72; in 1882, 82; and in 1883, 61; making, in all, 781; or 
an average of 78 per annum. Of course, if to these be added all 
the local and personal acts, Mr. Cowxn’s total would easily be 
reached, for the local and personal Acts during the ten years, not 
counting therein the ‘‘ private Acts not printed by the Queen’s 
Printer,’’? amounted to 2,285, being, in 1874, 200; m 1875, 215; 
in 1876, 248; in 1877, 249; in 1878, 288; in 1879, 225; in 
1880, 211; in 1881, 219; in 1882, 266; and in 1888, 296. 
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In the House of Commons on the 20th inst., in answer to Mr. W. H. 
Smith, the Chancellor of the Exchequer said that the amount received in 
1883 for solicitors’ licences was £109,104. Of this £87,045 was received in 
England, £13,780 10s. in Scotland, and £8,278 10s. in Ireland. The rates 
of duty are :—(1) For solicitors practising in London within ten miles of 
the General Post Office, or within the city or shire of Edinburgh, or in the 
city of Dublin, or within three miles therefrom, £9; (2) for solicitors 
practising beyond the above-mentioned limits, $6; (3) for solicitors who 
haye been in practice less than three years, half the above rates. Appraisers 
and house agents are required to take out an excise license of £2 a year, 
auctioneers of £10, and bankers of £30 a year, Before 1853 the rates were 
£12 for town and £8 for country solicitors respectively ; solicitors who had 
been in practice less than three years paying, as now, only half rates. 
These rates were reduced after full ideration in 1853 to their present 
amounts, and the new rates were confirmed by the Act of 1870. I am not 

again to propose any alteration in these licences. 


At the Mansion House on Monday Mr, F, G. Pritchard, an accountant, 
attended before the Lord Mayor, upen a summons at the instance of the 
Incorporated Law Society, charging him with having unlawfully, wil- 
fully, and falsely pretended to be a solicitor. He ple ** Not guilty.” 
My. C. O, Humphreys, solicitor, appeared for the society. The facts were 
not in dispute. On the llth of February the defendant addressed a 
re from 11, Queen Victoria-street, to - Ts, m in aes terms — 
‘Pearse v. Rugg, Madam,—I am requested to app ‘ou for the pay- 
ment of £1 5s. 6d. due to Miss Pearse, of in New > seSagede mg and 
unless the amount is paid, together with 8s. 4d. for this application, on 
or before the 13th inst., proceedings will at once be 
Tecovery of the same.—Yours truly, F. G. Pritchard,’’ Evidence was 
given that the defendant was not on the roll of solicitors. The defendant 
explained that he was an accountant, and was simply desirous of recover- 
ing a debt for a client of his. He had no in to have it assumed 
from the terms of the letter that he wasa solicitor. He was acting in 
entire ignorance of the law on the subject. The Lord or considered 


May 
the case proved, and fined the defendant 40s., and one guinea costs. 
which he paid.” :, 





TACKING AS AFFECTED BY THE BUILD.- 
ING SOCIETIES ACTS, 


Tue judgment of Lord Justice Baggallay in Robinson v. Trevor 
(32 W. R. 374) is mainly based upon the previous decision of Lord 
Qairns, when Lord Chancellor, in Pease v. Jackson (L. R. 3 Ch. 
576), but it derives some importance from the case of Marson v. 
Cow (28 W. R. 572), where the late Master of the Rolls declined 
to accept the views of Lord Cairns without qualification.. The 
circumstances of Robinson v. Trever and Pease y. Jackson were 
practically identical, A.,a member of a building society, mort- 
gaged an estate to the society; he then caschnanal it to B., who 
gave no notice of his mortgage te the society ; subsequently he 
applien to C., without informing him of B.’s mortgage, to pay off 
the first mortgage, and make a further advance on the same 
security. C. accordingly paid off the society, and received from 
them the deeds relating to the estate, with a receipt indorsed on 
the mortgage in the manner provided by section 5 of 6 & 7 Will. 
4, c. 32; at the same time he took what purported to be a legal 
mortgage from A. for the whole advance. 

On this state of facts two questions arose. First, which of the 
two mortgagees was entitled to priority? Secondly, to what 
amount did the priority extend? If the first mortgagee had been 
an ordinary person instead of a building society, and C. had taken 
a transfer and further charge in the ordinary manner, the 
latter would have been entitled, as a matter of course, to tack his 
further advance to the original debt, on the well-known principles 
laid down in Marsh v. Lee and Bracev. The Duchess of Mar . 
Tt remains then to be considered what is the effect of the 5th sec- 
tion of 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 32, on which statute both cases were 
decided. 

It was there enacted that it should be lawful for the trustees of 
any benefit building society to indorse upon any mortgage 
given to them by any member of the society ‘‘a receipt for 
all moneys intended to be secured by such mortgage, which 
shall be sufficient to vacate the same, and vest the estate in 
the person or for the time being entitled to the equity 
of redemption, without it being necessary for the trustees of 
any such society to give any re-conveyance of the property so 
mortgaged.” Lord Cairns considered that this section must mean 
one of two things: either that if the mortgagor himself paid off 
the mortgage-money the property would vest in him, as being in 
one sense the owner of the equity of redemption, or else that, no 


matter by whom the mortgage-money was paid, the receipt, was 

ass the lege eatats to the persot Who d the 
ne atter construction as : 
by icé Baggallay, and was also adopted by the late Master 
of the Rolls in Fourth Oity Mutual Buildé: jety v. Williams 
(28 W. R. 572, L. R. 14 Ch. D. 140) and Maraon v. Cox, which 
were decisions on a similar, though not identical, clause in the 
Building Societies Act, 1874. 

Then, as to the amount for which the preeeity was to stand 
good, Lord Cairns thought it clear, upon the principle upon which he 
had based his decision—namely, that of the better equity—that the 
person who became, in effect, the transferee trom the society was 
not in as good a position as if he had originally obtained the 1 
estate by contract, and, consequently, was not entitled to tack hi 
further advance. It is this part of the judgment which the late 
Master of the Rolls in Marson v. Cox endeavoured, if we may say 
so, to explain away. That case did not materially differ in its 
circumstances from Pease v. Jackson and Robinson v. Trevor, 
except that it was a decision upon the Act of 1874. Sir George 
Jessel there said :—‘‘ There is a second point which I understand 
was not argued at all on the part of the respondents in Pease y. 
Jackson, and was certainly assumed by me as counsel for the rive 
lants—namely, that, if the [then second mortgagee was entitled to 
the legal estate, he was entitled to it altogether.. Now, if he were 
entitled to call for it at all, and it had not been conveyed, I can 
quite understand such an equity as Lord Cairns points out—that 
his title was to call for it and hold his security pro tanto; but, if 
the legal estate a by statute to the person who has the best 

t 
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title to call for en legal estate is in him, and all the con- 
uences must follow.” he came tothe conclusion that Lord 
Calens intended to decide that the legal estate passed by virtue of 


the statute, in which case it must pass for all purposes. 
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Whether this is a fair interpretation of Lord Cairns’ view may well 
be questioned, but the decision of Sir George Jessel is undoubtedly 
far more in harmony with the fundamental principles upon which 
the doctrine of tacking is founded. Even assuming that the legal 
estate did not pass to the transferee by the statute, the equity sug- 
gested by Lord Cairns, limiting his right to call for it, was certainly 
novel. Moreover, Lord Cairns does appear to have deliberately decided 
that a person who got the legal estate by statute was not in as 
good a position as one who had got it by contract. Never before 
had the right of tacking been made dependent upon the mode of 
acquiring the legal estate. Nor are we aware of any previous case 
where the mortgagee’s equity to call for the legal estate, if it 
existed at all, had been limited so as to prohibit him from tacking. 
The only restriction on the right was that the mortgagee, at the 
time of making his advance, should not have had notice of any 
mesne incumbrance. 

With respect to Robinson v. Trevor, it is to be observed 
that there was no necessity to choose between Pease v. Jackson 
and Marson v. Cox in order to decide the case, if Lord Justice 
Baggallay was correct in his view that it was governed by the 
clause in the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, which abolished 
tacking. The other members of the Court of Appeal concurred, on 
the sole ground that they were bound by Pease vy. Jackson. It is 
true that Lord Justice Baggallay, though with some hesitation, 
put forward a suggestion turning upon the difference in the 
language of the two Acts, whereby Marson v. Cox might be 
rendered not inconsistent with Pease v. Jackson. Section 42 of 
the Building Societies Act, 1874, expressly empowers such societies 
to re-convey “‘ to the then owner of the equity of redemption, or 
to such persons and to such uses as he may direct,” and, in the 
alternative, provides for the indorsement of a receipt in language 
similar to that used in the earlier Act. The suggestion is that the 
comprehensive language in the provision as to re-conyeyance 
enlarges the effect of the provision as to the receipt. We should 
be sorry, in any future case, to have nothing better than that 
suggestion to rely upon. It is, at all events, worth while to warn 
intending mortgagees that they cannot, under either Act, safely 
pay off a mortgage to a building society, and, at the same time, 
make further advances to the mortgagor, without taking a transfer 
from the society. 















































WHEN DEMURRAGE BEGINS TO RUN. 


Very nice questions frequently arise under charter-parties with 
regard to the time from which demurrage begins to run. The 
recent case of Murphy v. Coffin (L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 87) is one of 
some importance on this point, and the more so that the judges 
who decided it expressed an opinion that the decision of the Court 
of Appeal in Davies v. MacVeagh (L. R. 4 Ex. D. 265) was incon- 
sistent with the previous decisions, and apparently disregarded it 
as an authority for that reason. This was a somewhat bold 
course, inasmuch as Lord Bramwell was one of the judges who 
decided Davies v. MacVeagh. 

The class of cases which we have in view are those cases where, 
upon the arrival of the ship at the port of loading or discharge, 
delay occurs in consequence of the crowded state of the port, pre- 
venting the ships getting either into dock or to the berth for 
loading or unloading in the dock. The distinctions in these cases 
run somewhat fine, and it cannot, we think, be said that any very 
broad and satisfactory principle can be deduced from the decisions. 
The reason of this is not very difficult to see. It is because in 
each case the rights of the parties must be elicited from the words 
of the contract, and these words are not always very explicit or 
very appropriate to the events that have actually happened... If 
parties will not provide explicitly for contingencies they ought to 
contemplate, it is not wonderful that it is sometimes difficult to 
come to a satisfactory conclusion as to their rights under the 
contract. 

The question when the demurrage begins to run must, it would 
seem, depend on the question when the charterer’s obligation to 
load or unload, as the case may be, begins. Broadly speaking, 
that obligation cannot be said to begin until the arrival of the 
pe tps the place of loading or unloading. Any delay that precedes 

arrival is an incident of the voyage of which the shipowner 



























takes the risk. The first question, therefore, is whether, in the 
particular case, the ship can be said to have reached the place of 
loading or unloading. This will depend, it would appear, on the 
terms of the charter. Conceivably a charter may mention as the 
place of loading or unloading such or such a port, or a_ particular 
dock in such a port, or a particular spot in a particular dock jin 
such a port. It would seem that it must be correct on general 
general principles—in fact, a mere truism—to say that, where the 
parties agree that the obligation to load or unload shall commence 
on arrival of the ship at a particular locality, the obligation cannot 
commence till the arrival of the ship at such locality. The ship. 
owner takes the risk with regard to the period of arrival. 

The difficulty really is to say, on the construction of particular 
charters, what the precise locality so indicated is, and as, in all 
cases of the construction of contracts, it is very difficult to lay 
down any general principle based upon expediency or justice. In 
any case, the whole of the contract must be looked at to elicit the 
intention, and hardly any two contracts are exactly alike with 
regard to particulars and circumstances. When persons have made 
a contract, the terms of which will cover a particular matter, the 
law is not concerned with the justice of the case, but with the 
construction of the words, and, evenif the justice of the case were to 
be looked to, it would be difficult to lay down an equitable rule with 
regard to the question who ought to take the risk of the state of the 
port. Both the shipowner.and the charterer may not know, and 
may be unable to foresee this. It is an incident of the adventure, 
in most cases beyond the control of either of them ; and, if a general 
principle were laid down that the charterer must always take the 
risk and be responsible for the delay in procuring admission to the 
dock, or to a berth for loading or unloading in the dock, it by no 
means follows, as it seems to us, that the justice of the case would, 
in all instances, be met. It would seem that the best rule is to 
ascertain as well as can be done from the words of the charter- 
party upon which of the two parties it was contemplated that the 
risk should be thrown, and, in the absence of express provision on 
the subject, the only test apparently that can be adopted is to 
ascertain the locality at which, according to the words, the objec- 
tion to load or unload accrues. 

In Murphy v. Coffin (L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 87) the provision was 
that the vessel should load a cargo of coals and therewith proceed 
to Dieppe and deliver the same alongside consignee’s or railway 
wharf, or into lighters or any vessel or wharf where she might 
safely deliver as ordered. The vessel arrived in the dock at 
Dieppe and was ordered to discharge at the railway wharf, but, 
in consequence of all the discharging berths being occupied, she was 
not berthed at the railway wharf until] twenty-four hours after her 
arrival in the dock. It was held that the voyage was not com- 
pleted, and the lay days did not commence under the charter- 
party, till the ship was berthed at the railway wharf. The 
principle upon which the judgment rests is that the obligation to 
unload does not commence till the ship arrives at her destination; 
and, rightly or wrongly, the court thought her destination was, by 
the charter, the railway wharf at Dieppe. 

Now, we cannot see that this decision is inconsistent with the 
actual decision in Davies v. MacVeagh (L. R. 4 Ex. D. 265). 
In that case the charter-party provided the vessel was to be loaded 
in the Bramley Moore or Wellington Dock High Level. She was 
admitted into the Wellington Dock as a matter of favour because, 
being empty, she was in danger outside, but, in consequence of the 
regulations of the dock authorities, she was unable to obtain 4 
berth for loading till about a fortnight later. It was held that the 
nineteen running days for the purpose of loading, provided for by 
the charter, began from the time when the ship got into the 
Wellington Dock. We do not see any absolute incompatibility 
between the actual decision and Murphy v. Coffin; but, un- 
doubtedly, the expressions used by Bramwell, L.J., in giving 
judgment, are wider, and are, it would appear, to the effect that 
the responsibility for delay, caused by the crowded state of the 
port, falls on the charterer. He says, ‘‘ When a ship is to take on 
board cargo at a specified place of loading, the responsibility rests, 
not with her owner, but with the charterer, if the specified berth 
is not in a fit state to receive her upon her arrival ut the appointed 
time. In the present case the ship was at her place of loading 
when she was admitted into the Wellington Dock. Definitions are 
always dangerous, and I am not anxious to state one which may 





hereafter be questioned, but I think it may be laid down thata 
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vessel has reached the place of loading, as distinguished from the 
spot of loading, when she has entered that port from which her 
voyage is to commence.” Then his lordship goes on to say that, 
even if the vessel had been in the River Mersey outside, and the 
captain had given notice that he was ready to enter the dock and 
load, the days would have begun to run. These observations are 
undoubtedly difficult to reconcile with many of the decisions, for 
they seem to amount to this—viz., that the liability of the 
charterer commences, in all cases, upon arrival at the port of 
destination, as distinguished from the spot of loading. But, surely, 
it must depend on the terms of the charter and not on any broad, 
general principle arising from the relation between the parties, for 
this would be to make contracts, not to interpret them. The 
matter is one of great importance, and it is to be hoped that the 
question whether the law, as laid down by Bramwell, L.J., in 
Davies v. MacVeagh, is correct.or not may speedily receive a 
definite solution, for, at present, the result of the decisions is to 
leave the law very uncertain. 








REVIEWS. 


COMPENSATION. 


A TREATISE ON THE PRINCIPLES OF THE LAW OF COMPENSATION. 
By C. A. Cripps, Barrister-at-Law. SEconD EpiTion. Stevens 
& Sons. 


Few branches of the statute law have been so frequently con- 
sidered by the courts, including in this term the House of Lords, as 
that which Mr. Cripps styles, rather too curtly, ‘‘ the law of compen- 
sation.” icket’s case, Brand’s case, May’s case, Loosemore’s case— 
these are merely a selection from a long string of cases in which the 
highest authorities have continually differed, and, in one of the 
latest of of which, Caledonian Railway Company v. Walker's Trustees 
(30 W. R. 569, L. R. 7 App. Cas. 259), while Lord Selborne stated 
that all the decisions of the House of Lords ‘‘ appear to be capable of 
being explained and justified upon consistent principles,”’ Lord Black- 
burn observed that two of them, Ogilvy’s case and McCarthy’s case, 
were ‘“‘not reconcileable’’; while, for our own , we have always 
thought that both Ricket’s case and Brand’s case, in which Lord West- 
bury and Lord Cairns dissented respectively in a House of three peers 
only, were utterly and hopelessly wrong. Mr. Cripps, therefore, is 
seised of a subject requiring very careful treatment, and we may say 
at once that, in its main features, his book is a very satisfactory one. 
The leading points are well brought out; not a single case, so far as 
we have been able to discover, has been omitted; there is some, 
though, perhaps, not quite enough, independent criticism, and in 
this 2nd edition, ‘‘a new chapter has been added, pointing out the 
extent to which public Acts, and more especially the Artizans and 
Labourers’ Dwellings Acts, have modified the Lands Clauses Con- 
solidation Acts.” The special compensation clauses of the Railways 
Clauses Act as to mines, however, though dealt with in the text, are 
nowhere printed in full, and we can discover no reference even to 
the Public Health (Support of Sewers) Act, 1883, which was passed in 
consequence of the Dudley Corporation case (L. R. 8 Q. B. D. 86). It 
would have been well, too, if there had béen some references from the 
appendix to the text, more especially as there is no table of statutes. 
In one very important position, that the rule of Brand’s case does not 
apply to a case where lands are taken, we must take leave to differ 
from Mr. Cripps, and we do not think that he has quite sufficiently 
set forth the state of the authorities. The judgment of Crompton, 
J., in the Stockton case was the judgment of that learned judge sitting 
alone, and it was afterwards questioned by Bramwell, B., as well as 
by Blackburn, J. If Brand’s case is law—and, of course, it must 


Acts. This will be of much value to the practitioner as guiding 
him to the authorities on the im ion of the sections. 
References are given in the margin to the sources of the 
different sections. The rules are briefly annotated and their sources 
are also given. The work is pref by an introduction in which, 
after a short sketch of the history of bankruptcy law, the author 
gives an outline of the provisions of the new Act. There is a full 
index, and the book is admirably printed. 





Tue Bankruptcy Act, 1883; TIME-TABLE SHOWING PERIOD 
WITHIN WHICH EVERY ACT OR PROCEEDING IN BANKRUPTCY MUST 
BE DONE OR TAKEN; ALSO COMPREHENSIVE ANALYTICAL INDEX 
TO THE Banxruprcy Act, RuLEs, AND Forms. By GEORGE 
Wrerorp, Assistant-Receiver in Bankruptcy. Doherty & Co. 


The object of this work is explained in the title. The author gives 
in alphabetical order the various steps in bankruptcy proceedings, with 
references to the sections or rules and a statement of the time limited 
for each. This is followed bya list of the county courts rp | 
bankruptcy jurisdiction, with the names of registrars and offi 
receivers, and after that an extremely full and complete index to the 
Act, Rules, and Forms. This is a very unpretending, but is likely to 
be a very useful, companion to the Act. 





CRIMINAL LAW. 


PRINCIPLES OF THE CriwmnaL Law. By Seymour F. Harris, 
Barrister-at-Law. THrrpD EprTion. Revised by the Author and 
AvieT AGABEG, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


This excellent student’s manual has been, in most respects, 
thoroughly revised, and we find the effect of all the recent cases for 
which we hone looked very tersely stated. There is an error, how- 
ever, which should be corrected, in the statement, at p. 204, of Ferens 
v. O’Brien (31 W. R. 204), where it is said ‘‘nor can water. in pipes 
be the subject of larceny.” The decision in that case was that water 
when stored in a pipe under the circumstances and in the condition 
described in that casé may be the subject of larceny. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE ROYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—Will you exert your influence to remedy an inconvenience to 
which solicitors are now subjected ? 

Yesterday morning it was of importance that I should speak to a 
solicitor who was en in a case then proceeding in one of the 
courts of the Queen’s Bench Division, and although, as a solicitor, I 
am an officer of all the courts, I was refused ittance, notwith- 
standing I stated that my business was urgent. On my remon- 
strating, the doorkeepers told me that they were simply obeying orders, 
and that I must wait, about an hour, until the court rose for lunch. 
The admission to the court of barristers, whether they have busi- 
ness or not, is never refused, and it appears to me that the entrée 
should be extended to solicitors on producing, if required, their 
annual certificate. 

Why should barristers, who are not officers of the court, be 
ferred to solicitors who are ? 

March 25. 





EASEMENTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—“‘ Light ” has lucidly stated his case. The Grange (freehold) 


now be treated as unassailable—we see no reason why its principle | had ancient ights over Blackacre. Tenant for years of 


should not be thoroughly carried out, or wh 
which has been held to mean one thing when lands are not taken, 
should be held to mean another thing when they are. 
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‘‘injuriously affected,” | purchased the Grange, and, five 
surrendered or terminated. Is the reversioner justified in o 
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1878; TOGETHER WITH THE GENERAL RuieEs, &c. The Acts to light, shall be deemed to be the 


next before some action. 


and Rules annotated, with all the more important cases decided | hus case and statute seem mutually rep 


under former Acts applicable to the present law. By Haroup 
Wnicut, Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


Mr. Wright’s scheme of dealing with the new Act, if a modest one, 


is certainly a useful one. He does not pretend to write a treatise on | and then there had been an age oe by unity of 
The reader | then the enjoyment had lasted for 


nkruptcy, but to collect the more important decisions. 


has presented to him in the notes to the sections a short digest of the | of possession, in such a case an enjoyment for aw ee co 
1g cases bearing upon the corresponding provisions of former | have been pleaded, The interruption tit such it may be called) by the 


Ch. 763) solves the difficulty. 
that, where ‘the enjoyment had lasted for fifteen years and upwards, 
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unity of possession is not an interruptioh® in the sense indicated by 
the statute, which means an adverse interruption.” A fortiori, there- 
fore, there was no interruption in the present case, for the right had 
matured before the union. On fhe question whether section 3 of the 
Prescription Act means that the enjoyment of the easement is to be 
distinct from the enjoyment of the land itself, Lord Hatherley 
remarked that ‘‘the statute could not have meant #6 confer upon a 
man a right he in no way required to have conferred upon him— 
namely, a right to enjoy that which he could not be prevented from 
enjoying, so long as he was the occupier of the piece of land on which 
the impediment to his light might be raised.” And Carr ¥. Foster 
(L. R. 3 Q. B. 587) affords an structive analogy. The question 
there was whether the mere discéntinuance of the user for two years, 
in the middle of a period of thirty, by the claimant of a right of 
common of pasture appertaining to a messuage, was an imterraption 
within the meaning of the Prescription Act, and it was held that 
“< without interruption ” does not mean ‘‘ without intermission ” ; but 
that “interruption ” means ‘‘ an obstruction, not anything 
denoting a mere breach in time,” and that the language of séction 4, 
where it provides that no act shall be deemed an interruption unless 
submitted to or acquiesced in for one year, manifestly points to “‘ an 
obstruction by the act of some other person than the claimant,” and 
not to ‘‘a cessation by him of his own accord.”’ 
Carlisle, March 24, 








THE NEW PRACTICE. 


R. S. C., 1883, orp. 65, rn. 9—Costs—*‘ Hiener Scare’’—‘‘ Spectan 
Grovunps’’—AcTION TO RESTRAIN INFRINGEMENT OF TRADE-MARK—INIUNC- 
TION SUBMITTED To.—In a case of Hudson v. Osgerby, before Pearson, J., 
on the 22nd inst., a question arose as to the taxation of costs on the 
higher scale. The action was brought to restrain the infringement of 
a trade-mark, and it came on for trial as a short cause, the defendant 
consenting to a perpetual injunction, with costs. The plaintiff’s counsel 
asked that, under rale 9 of order 65, a direction might be given to the 
taxing master to tax the costs on the higher scale, alleging as a “ special 
ground”’ that the defendant was a deliberate infringer, knowing well that the 
plaintiff had already established his right in actions against other infringers. 
Peanson, J., refused to give the direction. He said that the old rule (rule 
2 of order 6 of the Additional Rules of Court, 1875), which entitled 
solicitors to charge costs according to the higher scale in all actions for 
special injunctions to restrain the infringement (inter alia) of patents, and 
other similar cases, ‘‘ where the procuring such injunction is the principal 
relief sought to be obtained,” no longer existed, and, instead of it, rule 9 of 
order 65 provided that costs on the higher scale might be allowed “if, on 
pecial grounds arising out of the nature and importance, or the difficulty 
or urgency, of the case’’ the court should so order. If, in the present case, 
he was to give costs on the higher scale, he should be inflicting a punish- 
ment on the defendant, instead of simply enjoining him not to infringe 
the plaintiff's right.—Soticrrors, F. Needham ; Collyer-Bristow § Co. 





R. 8. C., 1883, oro. 67, x. 6—Sunstrrvrep Service—Petition ror 
APPOINTMENT OF NEW TrtsteEE — Bankrupt Trvtster ABSCONDING — 
Trustee Act, 1850, ss. 22, 32—Banxrvptcy Act, 1883, s. 147.—The case 
of In re Nicholson’s Trusts (noted ante, p. 317) was mentioned to Pearson, 
J., again on the 22nd inst., when it was explained to his lordship that 
the petition was not (as he appeared to have supposed) asking for a 
vesting order under section 22 of the Trustee Act, 1850, on the ground 
that the bankrupt trustee was not to be found; but was asking, under 
section 32 of that Act, combined with section 147 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, for the appointment of a new trustee in place of the bankrupt. 
In such a case it was submitted that it was proper to serve the bankrupt 
trustee, and that, as the petitioners were not able to find him, an order 
for substituted service should be made, under rule 6 of order 67, because 
** prompt personal service could not be effected.”” Upon this explanation 
being e, Pzanson, J., thought that the bankrupt ought to be served, 
and made an order for substituted service on his London agents, he being 
a country solicitor.—Soxtcrtors, Learoyd § Co. 





R. 8. C. 1883, orn. 58, 2: 15—Arrratr—Secvnirr ron Costs—“' Specia. 
Cracvusraxces” —Iwsotvency ov Apre.iast -— Evinence—Non-compii- 
axce wirn Baxxrvrrcr Norice.—In a ease of Sheldin v. Nixon, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 26th inst., an application was made that an appellant 
might be ordered to give security for the costs of his appeal, on the ground 
that he was insolvent. The only evidence given of his insolvency was that 
he had not complied with a bankruptcy notice which had been served on him 
by the i in respect of the amount due on tlie judgment appealed 
from. e Court (Corrox, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) held that, in the 
absence of evidence to the contrary, the non-compliance with the bank- 
raptcy notice was sufficient evidence of insolvency, and that the appellant 
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PRACTICE APPEALS FROM CHAMBERS.* 
(Before DenMAN, MANIsTY, and WATKIN WILLIAMS, JJ.) 
March 25.—Gray v. Jacobs. 


Postponement of trial—Absence of material witnesses—Terms of 
postponement. 


Appeal from an order of Field, J., in chambers, staying proceedings in 
an action upon terms that the defendants would use due diligence to 
asceftain the residences of certain witnesses alleged to be necessary for 
their case, and would communicate the result of their inquiries to the 
plaintiff, with liberty to the plaintiff to epply. 
The action was brought for breach of charter-party in the deviation of 
a ship by proceeding to Adelaide imstead of Calcutta. The defendants 
alleged that this deviation was rendered necessary by the action of the 
crew, who refused to continue on the voyage to Calcutta, the ship having 
experienced bad weather, and requiring constant pumping. 
e writ was issued on the Ist of February, 1882, and issue was joined 
and notice of trial given on the 3rd of May, 1882. 
On the 14th of May, 1882, the action was stayed, at the instance of the 
defendant, by an order of the master, u the grounds that the evidence 
of the captain, and of certain of the officers and crew, was material and 
necessary to this case, and that some of these witnesses were in the 
Manillas, and the whereabouts of others was not known. 
The captain returned to England in January, 1884, and was examined 
upon commission in February, when the mate’s log and other documents 
were put in. 
Subsequently, the plaintiff applied, under R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 36, r. 8, 
that the trial as to the amount of —— should be postponed until 
after the question of the breach had been determined, upon the ground 
that a commission to Calcutta would be required to prove the amount of 
damages. At the same time, the defendants made application that the 
trial should not proceed, owing to the absence of the other officers and 
members of the crew, whose evidence they required, and who were still 
out of England. 
The master made the order prayed by the plaintiff, and refused to 
grant a further stay of proceedings. Upon the latter point the defendant 
appealed to Field, J., in chambers. His affidavit alleged that he had 
ascertained from the captain that the persons whose evidence he required 
had been discharged, and left the ship at Adelaide, and that, since fhe 
captain’s arrival in England, he (the defendant) had written to his 
agetits in that place to ascettai, if possible, the whereabouts of those 


ons. 

Pericld, J., made the order above mentioned. 
Sydney Nicholls, for the plaintiff.—The defendant has not shown that he 
has used proper efforts to procure the attendance of the witnesses stated 
to be nectssafy to his case. Trae some of these may be heard of 
before the return of the plaintiff’s commission from Calcutta, but the 
plaintiff does not wish to iricur the expense of that commission needlessly, 
nor to send it out until the breach of charter-party is proved: Wright v. 
McGufie (4 ©. B. N. S. 44), Rex v. D’ Eon (1 H. Bl. 509), Turner v. 
Merewether (7 C. B. 251). 

Pollard, for the defendant. 

The Covrt.—We shall not disturb this order. The undertaking to we 

roper diligence in ascertaining the whereabouts of the witnesses and the 
Fiberty to the plaintiff to apply are sufficient protection for him. 
Warkxry Wriusuns, J.—The plaintiff’s ultimate redress may not be 
delayed, as he contemplates a commission to Calcutta. 
Solicitor for the plaintiff, Greening. 
Solicitors for the defendant, Parker, Garrett, § Parker. 





(Before Lord CoLERIDGE, C.J., and CAvE, J.) 
March 26.—Central News (Limited) v. Eastérn Telegraph Company 
(Limited) and others. 
Inspection of documents—Irrelevancy—Ord. 31, rr. 15—18. 


There is no right to the inspection of documents, as to which there 
is no right of discovery, although they may be referred to in answers 
to interrogatories. 

Therefore, where a defendant made an affidavit of documents, 
alleging, in the usual form, that he had no documents in his custody 
relating to the matters in question other than those specified in the 
schedule thereto, and afterwards, in his answers to interrogatories, 
referred to documents not ified in the affidavit, but in such terms 
that their materiality could not be inferred, the court refased to 
make an order for the inspection of such documents by the plaintiff 
under ord. 31, r. 18. 


This was an appeal from an order of Field, J., dismissing an application 
Which had been referred to him by Master Johnson, that the Eastern 
be oom Company might be ordered to produce to the plaintiffs’ solici- 
tor three telegrams referred to in the affidavit of Mr. Mackay sworn on the 
12th of February, 1884, 

Mr. Mackay, as secretary of the Eastern Telegraph Company, had, on 
the 9th of June, 1883, made the usual affidavit of documents ; alleging, ™ 
common form, that, to the best of his knowledge, information, and belief, 
the company had no documents in their custody relating to the matters 
in question in the action other than those set forth in the schedule, 


——_— - 








must give security.—Soxrtctrons, J. F. & H. Scott; Hopwood § Son. 


Reported by Cuaniai Caowzy, Eaq., Barristor-at-Law. 









# SSH tre a3 eeene 











tny 





March 29, #884. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. | 391 








The statement of cla aNeged that the plaintiffs wefe a contpany 
established to carry off business as pttrveyérs of neWs ; that the Eastern 
Telegraph Company wéfe éarriers of telegfams for hive; that the Ex- 
change Telegraph Compmny (Limited), who were also made defendants, 
earried on, like the plaintiffs, fhe business of purveyors of news; that, 
durtifig the recent war in Egypt, the pléintiffs had correspondents or agents 

ially appointed to send them the earliest intelligence of events occurring 
there; that the plaintiffs 4iployed the Easterh Telegraph Company to 
éarry such news fer them by félegfaph wpon the terms that the Eastern 
Telegraph Cotipany would not publish or divulge the coritents of the 
telegrams ; that the Eastern Telegraph Company did divulge the contents 
t6 the Exchange Telegraph Compeny who, im the case of a message eon- 
taining news of the victory at Tel-el-Kebir, were thus enabled to supply 
the news to their customers earlier than the plaintiffs could supply it to 
their own customers. 

The Eastern Telegraph Company, by their statement of defence, denied 
that they divulged the contents of the plaintiffs’ oe 

The plaintiffs’ telegram containing an account of the capture of Tel-el- 
Kebir was despatched from Pott Said #t 11.30 a.m. on the 3th of Sep- 
fember, 1882. The news was, howeévef, published by thé Exchangé Tele- 
graph Company in London shoftly before the arrival of this telegtam; 
and the plaintiffs’ case was that this was because the officials of the Eastern 
Telegraph Company took the news from the plaintiffs’ message, and 
telegraphed it to London, where it was snpplied to the- Exchange Tele- 
graph Company; the plaintiffs’ message being delayed at Alexandria 
(where it had to be re-telegraphed) until the message for the Exchange 
Telegraph Company had been thus dispatched. 

The plaintiffs accordingly administered interrogatories to the Eastern 
Telegraph Company, by the 21st of which they asked at what 
hour on the 13th of September was the first or earliest message relating to 
the battle and capture of Tel-cl-Kebir received for tratismission by tele- 
graph. The 22nd interrogatoty asked at what hout afiy such 
telegram first reached any station of the compatiy. These two interroga- 
tories asked for other particulars witli respect to the télegrams sé received, 
aa Os the names of sender and receiver, of fhe tratismitfing clerk, and 
the like. 

Mr. Mackay, in a further answer to these interrogatories, sworn on the 
12th of February, 1884, and delivered by order of Mathew, J., said that 
three messages relating to the capture of Tel-el-Kebir had been received 
in cipher at Port Said, the first at 8 a.m. and the others at 9.15 a.m.; that 
these were duly delivered at their destination, Alexandria, and not trans- 
thitted to England; that the ciphet was unintelligible at the time to any 
persons in the employ of the conipany, but that, from inquiries made 
since, he believed the second of these messages to be the first containing 
fiews of the capture of Tel-cl-Kebir. He declined to give the further 
particulars asked for by the interrogatories, on the ground that the whole 
of such particulars were irrelevant, fhe telegrams in question having all 
been — at least an hour and @ half before the plaintiffs’ message was 
réceived. 

Waddy, Q.C., and C. Dodd, fo¥ the plaintiffs.—Under ord. 31, rr. 15— 
18, the plaintiffs até entitled to inspéction of any documents specified in 
the affidavits of the defendants uiless the sane are privileged, which is 
not alleged here. Moreover, the docttiients in question are relevant. 

Moulton and Box (C. Russell, Q.C., With them), for the Eastern Telegraph 
Company. 

Lord Corerincr, C.J.—This is an application to inspect documents 
referred to in the defendants’ answers fo interrogatories. The plaintiffs, 
then, are thrown back on the  igty ef discovery and inspection. 
According to these, they cannot be entitled fo inspection of the doct- 
ments if they are not entitled to discovery of them. But they are not 
entitled to discovery because the defendants deny theit relevancy. The 
suggestion of the plaintiffs is that the defendanta re-telegraphed the news 
contained in the plaintiffs’ message, stopping the tessage itself. It is 
essential to this contention that the message by which the defendants 
furwarded the stolen news shotil@ be subsequent to the receipt of the 
plaintiffs’ message. But all three telegrams were received and trans- 
mitted previous to the receipt of the plaintiffs’ message. Therefore, I do 
not _seé how they can be material. In Attorney-General v. Emerson (L. R. 
10 Q. B. D. 191), and Combe v. Corporation of London (L. R. 1 Y. & C. 651), 
it is laid down that a party trust be bound by the affidavit of his opponent 
ts to the relevancy of irrelevahcy of a document, whless the court can see 
that something material has been withheld. Ido not see that here, and, 
accordingly, I think the appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Cavz, J.—I am of the sate opinion. I cannot see that the telegrams 
are material. 

Appeal dismissed, with costs. 

Sohcitors; Rollit § Sons ; Dirchatls, 





JUDGES’ CHAMBERS,* 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION: 
(Before Ftetp, J.) 

March 14.—Henderson v. Ripley and others. 
Interrogatories—Application to dispense with deposit—Action sup- 
ported by subscriptions—Ord. 31, r. 25. 

_ This was an appeal from the refasal of & master to allow the plaintiff to 
inte te the defendants, without making the deposit in respect of costs 

required by ord. 31, r. 25, 


din 








The plaintiff's affidavit stated that the action was aes iy him for 
damages for the deaths of two of his daughters from injuries ved by the 
fall of the defendants’ chimney owing to its ve condition ; that he had 
no means whatever, ens again Ae shillings a week as wages, and had a 
wife and five young chil ; and that he was unable io Prk om 
necessary before delivering . The affidavit of the plaintiff’s 
solicitor stated that in his the plaintiff had a good cause of action 
against the defendant; that he believed in ies to be necessary 4s 
the defects in the chimney were denied, and it would be very expensive 
- get evidence on the subject; and that the plaintiff was unable to make 
ie deposit. 

The affidavit of the solicitor for the defendants stated that a substantial 
sum of money for the prosecution of this and other actions arising out of the 
same accident had been obtained by public subscription and placed in one 
of the Bradford banks for that purpose. 

Fretp, J.—The object of this rule was that interrogatories should not 
be administered unless they are really i I cannot dispense with 
the deposit in this case, 4s the action is supported by an association and a 
common fund. It is only to be dispensed with when there is a genuine 
inability to make it. ‘ 

Appeal dismissed. 

Solicitor for the plaintiff, H. F. Wood, for Berry, Robinson, § Scoit, 
Bradford. 

Solicitors for the defendants, Field, Roscoe, ¢ Co. 





March 20.—Picasso v. Trustees of Maryport Harbour. 


Taxation of costs—Witness kept in Italy for trial here—Ord. 65, 
r. 27, sub-rule 9. 


This was an appeal from the master’s taxation of costs. 

The master held that the costs of keeping the captain of a vessel on 
shore at his home in Genoa, where he had been sent until the trial of the 
action here, in which he was a necessary witness, could not be allowed. 
He allowed the cost of bringing the witness from Genoa to England for 
the trial, but said that the cost of keeping a witness for the trial could 
only be allowed if he was kept within the jurisdiction. 

Barnes, for the plaintiff, submitted that the sole question was what 
reasonable expense had been incurred in keeping the witness for the trial, 
and referred to ord. 65, r. 27, sub-rule 9. 

Bucknill, for the defendants, contended that the master should have also 
disallowed the cost of bringing the witness ftom Genoa. 

Fretp, J.—I think it is plain from the rule that Mr. Barnes has referred 
to that the common law courts have a larger er of allowing costs to . 
witnesses than they formerly had. I think that the allowance of costs as 
between party and party that formerly prevailed did not give the suecess- 
ful party a fair indenmity for His costs. I think even now that a proper 
indemnity is often not given. I wish to make litigation as cheap as 
possible; but the successful ought not to be deprived of what it is 
intended that he should have—an indemnity against costs reasonably 
incurred in protecting or defending the action. If any unnecessary costs 
have been incurred, the master has full discretion to disallow them, and, 
m such a case, I do not generally intérfere. Here the master has not 
exercised his discrétion. He has allowed the costs of the journey from 
Genoa to England, which shows that he thought it a proper thing to bring 
him over. It is clear that those costs ate rightly allowed, and that it was a 
proper thing to keep him at Genoa. The plaintiff has recovered a verdict, 
so that the proceeding has not been fruitless. The master would have 
allowed the cost of keeping him here; and to have kept him here 
would have cost more than sending him to Genoa and keeping him thete. 
1 am told that, in an admiralty case ( Fted), similar expenses have 
been allowed. The master was right in following the old practice. I am 
now laying down a new practice that I think should be followed for the 
future. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Gregory $ Co. 

Solicitors for the defendants, Cooper ¢ Co 


——— 


March 21.— Rose v. Ashwin and another. 


Taxation of costs—OChancety items referred to chancery master— 
Allocatur as to whole bill—Objections, how carried in—Ord. 65, r. 
27, sub-rules 39, 40. 


This was an application with reference to the taxation of a bill of costs. 
The action had been commenced in the Division, but sub- 
sequently transferred to the Queen’s Bench Division. The taxing master 
in the Queen’s Bench Division had referred the taxation of the costs 
incurred prior to the transfer to a master in the Division. 
The question had arisen as to how objections te the taxation of the costs 
of the chancery proceedings were to eatried in—whether before the 
taxing officer in the Queen’s Bench or in the Chancery Division. 

Fiztp, J.—There is no doubt whatever as to the power of a master to 
refer of the costs of an action for taxation to another master, as has 
been done in this case. That is provided for by ord. 65, r. 19: Master 
Brewer has very properly referred that of the bill which relates to 
chancery proceeding to Master Wainwright for taxation. Master Wain- 
wright has commenced his taxation of that of the bill. He must 
conclude his taxation, and then report the to Master Brewer. Any 
objections to any part of the taxation will then be cartied in before 
Master Brewer, who can refer any objections to that part of the bill a 


Master Wainwright to him, that he may state the grounds of his 
Laiston. Master Brewer will then give the allecatur as to the whele bill, 





* Reported by A. H. Brrrumerow, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


Solicitors for the applicant, Lumley & Lumiey, 
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March 25.—De St. Martin v. Davis & Co. 
Security for costs, where plaintiff out of the jurisdiction—Dis- 
cretion as to making order—Absence of defence—Ord, 665, r. 6. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from the order of the master that 
he should give security for the costs of the action on the ground that he 
was a foreigner resident abroad. As a summons for judgment under order 
14 was a security to the extent of £20 only had been ordered, with 
liberty to defendant to apply for increase of amount. 

The defendants had written a letter to the plaintiff admitting that they 
owed him the amount claimed, and saying that they were not able to meet 
their liabilities. 

Fretp, J.—It is an equitable rule that where a plaintiff who resides out 
of the jurisdiction sues a defendant within the jurisdiction, inasmuch as 
the Jon who is within the jurisdiction may succeed in the action and 
would have to go abroad to recover his costs, the plaintiff shall give 
security for the costs before they are incurred. But, in the present case, 
it is said that it is impossible that the plaintiff can have to pay costs, 
because a direct admission by the defendants of their liability is produced. 
The reason for the rule does not, therefore, apply here; and the only ques- 
tion is whether I have any discretion as to making an order. I think that 
I have, and that I ought to exercise it in this case by relieving the plain- 
tiff from giving security. 

Appeal allowed ; costs, plaintiffs in any event. 

Solicitor for the plaintiff, W. F. Nokes. 

Solicitors for the defendants, James, Son, § James. 





March 26.—Hunt v. Clifford. 


Jurisdiction at chambers—Sale by sheriff—Leave to sell by private 
contract—46 & 47 Vict. c. 52, s. 145. 


This was an er parte applicatien by an execution creditor for an 
order, under section 145 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, that the goods of 
the execution debtor might be sold by private contract instead of by public 

»auction. 

Master Dodgson had referred to the judge the question whether he had 
jurisdiction to make the order, stating that in the case of Hunt and 
another v. Fentham and wife (L. R. 12Q. B. D. 162), he had refused to make 
a similar order on the ground that he had no jurisdiction, but that Mr. 
Justice Mathew entertained the application and refused to make the order 
= another ground; and thatif the judge had jurisdiction the master 


Fret, J., held that the order could be made at chambers by a master 
or a judge. 


Solicitors for the applicant, Maskeson, Taylor, ¢ Arnould. 








BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
In BANKRUPTCY.* 
(Before CAvE, J.) 
March 10, 17.—In re Tricks, Ex parte Wintle. 


Bankruptcy appeal—Specific performance—Withdrawal of proof— 
Retention of security. 


This was an appeal from an order of the judge of the Gloucester County 
Court, over A e had refused to grant Wintle an order for compelling 
the trustee in the bankruptcy of Tricks to perform specifically an agreement 
to sell and assign certain policies held by Wintle as security for an ad- 
vance. 

It appeared that but for the suicide of Tricks, either on the day of, or 
on the = f preceding, the first meeting, this agreement would have been 
performed. The rag in the court below having been refused, the 
aeoeete now asked for leave to withdraw their proof, and to retain 


E. C. Willis, Q.C. (Poole with him), for the appellant. 

Winslow, Q.C. (Macpherson with him), for the respondent. 

The facts and arguments, so far as they were material, will sufficiently 
a in the condensed judgment. 

18.—Cavz, J.—I agree entirely with the judgment of the court 

below, which was, in my opinion, perfectly correct, having regard to 
the lication made ; but the appellants have shifted their ground 
here, and the —— appears in quite a different light. On the 27 of 
August, 1883, cks went into liquidation, the present appellant being a 
creditor for £515, secured upen two policies. The liquidation proceed - 
ings fell through, and on the 22nd of September Ticks was adjudicated a 
bankrupt upon the petition of Wintle as a creditor for £515, minus 
the surrender value of the policies. Ox the 9th of October the proofs, 
&c., in the liquidation were transferred to the bankruptcy. Wintle at- 
tended at the first meeting of creditors and voted. It was contended that 
his action had amounted to an election from which he could not recede. 
A case was cited, the facts of which were very similar to those of the pre- 
sent case—the case of Ex parte King (L. R. 20 Eq. 273), which is 
commented on in Ez parte Bagshawe (L. R. 13 Ch. D. 304). Notwith- 
standing what has been said, I can only follow the Chief Judge. 





* Reported by J. E. Vincent, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





In Ex parte King the matter appears to have been regarded as a question 
of election, and the creditor proved under circumstances somewhat 
different from those of the present case. The creditor always intended 
to purchase the policies. On October 15, the date of the first meeting, 
it was not known that Tricks was dead ; the respondent says that it is not 
known now; but there is no ground for supposing that what people 
thought at the end of October is not the fact now. If Tricks was alive, 
the aspect of affairs might be different. Therefore, this case may be dis. 
tinguished from Ex parte King, because here the intention has always been 
to retain the security; there never was a concluded election to rely on 
the estate solely. The proceedings at the first meeting were conducted in 
ignorance of the death of Tricks. Wintle intended, and the trustee in. 
tended, that the policies should be sold to Wintle, and, therefore, I decide 
that Wintle may withdraw his proof on the following terms :—(1) Proof 
to be struck out on the appellant undertaking to make ‘no claim against 
the estate ; (2) undertaking to pay over to the trustee any surplus from 
the sale of the policies; (3) that, as the appellant comes here for an in. 
dulgence, he should pay his own costs both here and in the court below. 
These must not be added to his debt, and not retained from his policy 
moneys. The trustee’s costs may come out of the estate. This order to 
be without prejudice to the trustee’s right to redeem. 

Solicitors for the appellant, Robinson, Preston, ¢ Snow. 

Solicitors for the respondent, Clarke, Woodoock, § Ryland. 





March 10, 11.—Jn re Day, Ex parte Barrow. 


Bankruptcy—Fraudulent preference—Pressure amounting almost to 
personal violence. 


This was an appeal from an order of the registrar of the county court of 
Leicester. The matter had previously come on appeal before Bacon, C.J., 
on the 12th of June, 1883, but had been remitted by him to the county 
court for further evidence; it now again came up on appeal on that 
evidence. The order appealed from declared that certain goods formed 
part of the property of the debtors, and did not belong to Barrow 
Brothers, creditors to whom they had been handed over in satisfaction of 
a debt. 

Horne Payne (Woolf with him), for the trustee.—The question is, whether 
the circumstances were such as to make the handing over of these goods 
amount to a fraudulent preference within section 92 of the Act of 1869. 
In the month of October, 1882, the debtors owed to Messrs. Barrow 
Brothers about £700, and they made an arrangement by which it was 

rovided that the debt should by payment be reduced to £500, and that, 

or the future, all transactions between them should be settled by almost 
immediate payment. On the Ist of December, 1882, £249 was due for 
payment, and on the 6th of December Messrs. Barrow’s traveller called 
upon the debtors and asked for payment. They ro to pay £150 on 
the 9th, but the money was not forthcoming, and the traveller, who was 
being severely pressed by his principals, was gradually and repeatedly 
ut off until Saturday, the 16th of December. On that day the impeached 
tion took place. Messrs. Barrow’s traveller insisted on payment 
either in goods or cash, and thereupon the younger Day, according 
to the traveller’s version, artially agreed, under pressure 
amounting almost to perso violence, to hand over certain 
goods to him. They bargained precisely as to the price, and got 
very near to the sum formerly to be paid. The debtors admit the 
pressure, but say that they informed Messrs. Barrow’s traveller at the 
time that they were on the verge of insolvency, and furnished him with 
a statement of accounts. The debtors presented their petition on the 
19th, and it was filed on the 21st. [The evidence was then read.] The 
— which is now to be decided is whether the pressure put upon the 
ebtors by Barrow Brothers was of such a character as to take this trans- 
action outside the doctrine of fraudulent preference. I say that it was, 
upon ia authority of Ex parte Topham, Re Walker (21 W. R. 655, L. RB. 
8 Ch. 14). 

Woolf followed, and cited Brown v. Kempton (19 L. J. C. P. 169). 

Sills, in support of the order.—The doctrine of pressure in relation to 
fraudulent preference has received much modification of late. I contend, 
on the authority of Ez parte Griffith, Re Wilcoxon (31 W. R. 878, L. R. 28 
Ch. D. 69), and Ez parte Hill, Re Bird (32 W. R. 177, L. R. 23 
Ch. D. 695), that this, notwithstanding the pressure, was a fraudulent 
preference. 

Cave, J., delivered a judgment of which the larger part consisted of a 
recapitulation of the facts as above stated and of the arguments. He also 
read the material parts of the evidence. In conclusion, the learned judge 
held that, notwithstanding the pressure, the decisions in Ex parte Griffith, 
Re Wilcoxon, and in Ex parte Hill, Re Bird, were sufficient to bring the 
facts of this transaction withm the definition of fraudulent preference 
thereby established. He, therefore, held that the order of the county 
court judge ought to be affirmed. 

Judgment accordingly. 

Solicitors, Benson ; Smart, for Hineks, Leicester. 





Feb. 12; March 13.—Re Owtram and Edelston, Ex parte Marshall. 
Bankruptcy closed—Application to re-open—Fraud and misrepresen- 
tation—Burden of proof on trustee. 

Taylor (with whom was Ambrose, Q.C.), for the appellants.—This is an 


appeal by a trustee in the bankruptcy of Edelston and Outram, and by 8 
number of creditors, against an order of the judge of the Manchester 





County Court by which the application of the appellants was dismissed, 
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and was also an appeal against the finding of the county court judge 
upon certain tamed. The facts were shortly as follows:—Previously to 
1879 H. ©. Owtram and Edelston carried on business as partners at 
Preston, but, at that date, H. C. Owtram retired, p that Frank 
Owtram, his son, should become a partner in his place. At the time when 
the agreement to this effect was made the firm was indebted to the 
amount of £49,000; therefore, this amounts to an agreement that the 
debts and liabilities of the firm should be shifted over to Edelston and 
Frank Owtram. On the 11th of July, 1879, H. O. Owtram executed a 
codicil to his will authorizing his executors to sell his share in the busi- 
ness, and died on the following day. Frank Owtram and Edelston con- 
tinued the business without capital on speculative principles, and lost 
£26,000. In April, 1880, the executors entered into possession of the mill, 
and immediately beforehand a draft agreement was prepared whereby it 
was provided that Edelston and Owtram should carry on the business, 
the executors retaining a lien upon the lag: ore for the purchase-money. 
On May 8 the debtors filed their petition, : 

and a receiver was appointed, and entered into an arrangement with the 
executors to become their tenant. To him the debtors made a statement 
of affairs, which statement is now impugned, on the ground that it men- 
tioned as being of no value a certain patent in t of which £800 was 
subsequently received by Edelston, and that it did not mention a certain 
claim which the firm had against Jones Brothers. On the 20th of May a 
composition of 1s. 6d. in the pound was offered by the trustee on behalf 
of the debtors, and, as soon as it was accepted, the debtors gave Jones 
Brothers notice of their claim. The executors then reconveyed to the 
debtors. In July, 1883, an application was made to the county court 
judge to set aside the deed of reconveyance, but he refused to do so unless 
the resolutions were first vacated. 

The remainder of his facts and arguments, both of which were extremely 
long, will pee sufficiently in the condensed judgment annexed hereto. 

Cohen, Q.C., Finlay Knight, and C. A. Russell, for the defendants. 

E. C. Willis, Q.C., and J. M. Yates, for the executors. 

March 13.—Cavz, J.—This an application by the trustee in the bank- 
ruptcy of Owtram and Edelston for relief in relation to two separate sums 
of £2,750 and £800, which they allege to have been fraudulently received 
by the bankrnpt since his discharge. I will first give an illustration of 
the way in which the law of the case strikes me. A man possessing an 
estate of which the agricultural value is £5,000, fails for £100,000, being 
aware of valuable minerals beneath the surface. A friend, upon this 
being represented to him, buys the estate for £5,000, and reconveys it to 
the discharged bankrupt. Can it be said that the bankrupt has a legal 
right to retain the proceeds of his villany? and does the interposition of 
an innocent friend make any difference? Mr. Willis cited several cases 
in support of an argument that the bankrupt was entitled to retain the 
fruits of his fraud, but none of them went anywhere near to supporting a 
view which revolts one’s moral sense. Looking at the facts, I find 
circumstances of great suspicion attaching to the conduct of 
Hdelston in regard to both sums, but there is no affirmative 
case proved against him. It is not absolutely proved that Edelston was 
aware, before the date of his discharge, of the claim which he was entitled 
tomake against Jones Brothers, and the patent is mentioned in the state- 
ment of affairs, £450 being said to have been expended uponit. As to 
the large claim a Jones Brothers, Edelston admits that he suggested 
that it should be kept out of the books, but says that he did this in the 
interest of Jones Brothers in order that their irregularities might be con- 
cealed. Here there is as much to be said for the one view as the other, 
and, therefore, the burden of positive proof being upon the appellants, 
their case fails. With reference to the costs, it was certainly necessary 
for the trustee to institute an inquiry, and it must be clearly understood 
that I decide this case as I do, not because Edelston has been proved 
innocent, but because he has not been demonstrated to be guilty. Icannot, 
of course, make him pay the trustee’s costs, but I am clearly of opinion 
that the trustee ought not to pay any of his. Turning to the executors, 
I find that they have separated themselves entirely from the question of 
fraud or no fraud, and have adduced an argument for which I cannot 
find the slightest authority in law. Moreover, it is one which shocks my 
— sense ; and I, therefore, decide that all parties must pay their own 


Appeal dismissed. 

oe for the appellants, Prichard, Englefield, § Co., for Boote ¢ Edgar, 
chester. 

Solicitors for the executors, Welsh ¢ Son, Manchester. 

Solicitors for the respondents, Partington ¢ Allen, Manchester. 





(Before CAvE, J., in chambers.) 


March 22.—Re F. S. and W. 8S. Parker, Ex parte The Chief Official 
Receiver. 
Bankruptcy—Stay of proceedings in Chancery Division—Receivers— 
Discharge and remuneration of. 

This was an application on behalf of the Chief Official Receiver for four 
orders—(1) to sey ae in an action for dissolution of partnership 
commenced by W. 8. Parker against F. S. Parker in the Chancery Divi- 
sion before Kay, J.; (2) that the two receivers appointed in that action 
might be discharged, and give up all property in their hands to the 
official receiver as quickly as might be practicable; (3) that the two 
receivers might be ordered to bring in and pass their accounts before the 
tegistrar ; (4) that any further order might be made such as the circum- 
stances might require. 

Chalmers, for the official receiver, having described the nature of his 


eir total assets being £4,330, | 





application, asked whether the a tment of the receivers was to ter- 
minate from the date of the adjudication or from the date of the order. 
(Cave, J.—From the date of the order.] He also pointed out that there 
would be a question as to the manner in which the remuneration of the 
receivers should be decided, and s that the matter was a proper 
one for the consideration of the trar, who might act in a si 
manner to a chief clerk n the Chancery Division. 

Finlay Knight, for the Messrs. Parker. 

Cavez, J., made the following order :—Action stayed. Possession to be 
given up from the date of the order ge 3 Receivers to bring in and 
pass their accounts before the registrar. e registrar to deal with the 
costs of the receivers appearing, also with the question of their remunera- 
tion. Applications for an appointment before the registrar to be made 
by the official receiver. 

Solicitors, The Oficial Solicitor ; W. Aldridge. 


March 15.—Re F. Whittaker. 


Official receiver—Refusal to agpeies a special manager—Sections 12 
and 66 of the ruptecy Act of 1883. 


F. Willis.—This is an ex parte application, by way of appeal from a 
decision of the official receiver refusing to appoint a special manager 
under the powers given to him by section 12 of the Act of 1883. I ask 
your lordship to direct him to do so. I base the request upon the last 
clause of section 66 of the new Act, in which it is enacted that the official 
receiver and other persons ‘‘ shall also be officers of the court.” If an 
officer of this court, he is, in the same manner as any other officer of the 
court, subject to the directions of the judge of this court. In this case 
he has declined to appoint a special manager, although the case is such 
that the appointment would be greatly to the benefit of the creditors. 
[Cave, J.—No express right of appeal to the court is given.] This is not 
an appeal, but an application for an order to compel the official receiver 
to do his duty. [Cave, J.—You must show an express authority.] If an 
officer of the court does not do his duty the judge can compel him. 
[Cavz, J.—Of his duty he is himself the judge.] The practice upon this 
point must be settled. All that the Act of 1883 gives to the official 
receiver is certain duties to perform. He has no judicial powers. We 
will be satisfied with leave to serve the official receiver with a notice that 
we intend to make this application. 

Cave, J.—I am satisfied that I have no authority to make the order 
which is asked for here. Soepe —— here read out section 12.] This 
person is substantially to appointed by the official receiver, to whom 
the Legislature has given a discretion, and not a mere ministerial power.. 
There is no appeal provided in a matter of this kind, and the mere fact 
that in section 66 it is stated that the official receiver is an officer of the 
court would not warrant me in entertaining such an application as this. 

Application refused. 

Solicitors, Rogers d&: Chave. 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS. 
(Before Mr. REGISTRAR PEPys.) 
Mar. 13.—Re - 


Application to set aside bankruptcy notice—Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
s. 4, sub-section (g.)—Bankruptcy Rules, 1883—Effect of filing affi- 
davit by debtor, according to form 8 of Bankruptcy Rule 121— 
Right of debtor to begin on hearing of application to set aside 
a bankruptcy notice. 

A bankruptcy notice, under section 4 of the Act, had been served on the 
debtor. The debtor had, on the 8th of February, sworn and filed an 
affidavit according to form 8 under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and there- 
upon the court extended the time for hearing the application of the 
debtor until the 25th of February. Between the aforesaid dates the court 
Pi inted the 13th of March, 1884, for the hearing the application of the 

ebtor, but no further extension of time was made for hearing the said 
application. 

Herbert Reed, for creditor.—The debtor’s application is out of time, and 
he has committed an act of tcy under section 4 of the Act. There 
has been no application to extend the time after the 25th of February last. 
The words of section 4, sub-section (g.), are imperative. This application 
should be dismissed, although it must be admitted that the questions now 
sought to be raised by the debtor can be raised at the hearing of the 
petition for adjudication. 

Wyatt Hart, for the debtor.—The debtor has ‘complied with the terms 
of Bankruptcy Rules 120 and 121, and, by the operation of the latter 
rule, immediately the affidavit alluded to in the rule is filed by the debtor, 
no act of hemkinpter, by non-compliance with the particular bank- 
ruptcy notice, can be committed until the day fixed for hearing of the 
debtor’s application. 

The Reersrxax held that the objection must be overruled, as being con- 
trary to Bankruptcy Rule 121. : 

Wyatt Hart then proceeded to open the case for the debtor. 

Reed objected that the creditor had, on an application to set aside a 
bankruptcy notice, a right to begin, following the practice under the 
Bankruptcy Act of 1869, when a debtor applied to dismiss a debtor’s 
summons. 

The Reorstrar overruled the objection, and proceeded to hear the case 
on the merits. 

Solicitor for the debtor, R. A. Triseott, 
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Parent—IsrrinGemext—Want or Novetty—Estopptt—Satk or 
Parent ny Trestte in Banxrvrtcy or onréinat Parentet—Omisston To 
DELIVER Particutars oF OpyectroNs—15 & 16 Vict. c. 83, 8. 41— 
AmENDMENT—Derect 1x Proceenrxés—R. &. C., 1883, onp. 28, xr. 12.—In 
& case of Cropper v. Smith, before the Court of Appeal on the 24th inst., 
& curiots question arose as to estoppel in relation to the validity of a 

fent, and there was a further quéstion ds f6 the effect of the omission to 

éliver particulars of objections intended to be relied on, to the validity of 
& patent, atid the exercise of fhe power of the court, under ord. 28, r. 12, 
to ‘‘amend any defect or error in any proceedings.’’ The action was 
brought to restrain the infringement of a patent. The plaintiff was an 
assignee of the -_— which he had purchased from the trustee in the 
bankruptcy of H., one of the defendants, who was the original patentee. 
The defendants 8. and H. were carrying on business in partnership, and 
were alleged to beinfringing the patent. The defendant S. gave notice, as 
tequired by section 41 of the Act 15 & 16 Vict. o. 83, of his intention to 
rely on the objection of want of novelty. The defendant H. did not 
give any such notice. At the trial, Pearson, J., held that the objection 
of want of novelty failed, and gave judgment for the plaintiff. The 
Court of Appeal (Corrox, Bowsx, and Fry, L.JJ.) held dhat a subord- 
inate combination, which the plaintiff had claimed by his specification, 
was not novel, and that, consequently, the patent. was bad altogether. 
The objection was then raised that the defendant H. was estopped from 
denying the validity ‘of his own patent, and also that the issue of want 
of novelty could not be decided in his favour, because, as he had not 
given notice of his intention to rely on that objection, no evidence of 
want of novelty could be admitted on hig behalf. The court overruled 
the objection of estoppel, but (Bowsrn, L.J,, dissenting) allowed thé other 
objection, Corron, L.J,, said that the estoppel was said to arise in three 
ways—(1) by record—i.e., by the letters patent; (2) by deed, by the 
specification ; (3) in pais, The answer to the first o omg was that 
it could only arise between parties and privies—i.¢., between the Crown 
and the grantee. Asto the specification, all that it professed to do was 
fully to declare the nature of the invention and how it was to be carried 
into effect, and there was nothing inconsistent with this in showing that 
it failed for want of novelty of a subordinate combination. As the 
estoppel in pais, it was said that the patentee was estopped because, in 
his petition to the Crown for a grant of letters patent, he represented 
that the whole invention was new. This objection might be a good 
one by anyone who had relied on the statements in the petition. 
But. there was no _ evidence that the plaintiff, when he 
purchased, had in any way relied on those statements, And, 
as # general rule, people who bought patents did not rely on an 
statements by the patentee, but formed their own judgment and took 
the chance of its being a good patent, The other objection was a much 
more serious one. The objection to the patent of want of novelty was 
one which could not be decided without evidence, and the defendant had 
deliberately chosen not to give notice of his intention to rely on this ob- 
jection. It Was true that the evidence of want of novelty arose in the 
cross-examination of the plaintiff’s witnesses, but it was admissible only 
as being relevant to the issué which Was beitig decided by the court, and 
it ought not to have been admitted on behalf of H., as he had not given 
notice of this objection. His lordship thought that, as H. had deliberately 
abstained from giving notice of this objection, he was entifled to no favour 
from the court, and ought not to have liberty to amend that defect. 
Bowen, L.J., agreed on the question of estoppel. On the other point the 
effect of the judgment would be that fhe court unto fdtu would decide that 
the patent was invalid, and that all the rest of the world were entifleda to use 
the invention, and would enjoin the defendant H. for ever from infringing a 
right which did not exist. This might entail endless consequences on 
that unhappy defendant. He did not set up that his own patent was void 
for want of novelty, but left his partner to do that. What advantage 
could he expect to gain from this coursé, except te escape the prejudice 
which might result to him from saying that his own itivention was bad ? 
Probably his counsel thought there was an estoppel against him, and, for 
tactical purposes, left the partner to fight this question. What possible 
injury could that have done to anybody? Under section 41 of the Patent 
Act, the judge at chambers, and, consequeritly, the judge at the trial, 
had power, at the last moment; to allow an amendment of the particulars 
onterms. The Patent Act was a common lew statute, and applied only by 
analogy to an action in a court of equity, The object of courts of justice 
was to decide the rights of the partics, and not to punish them for mis- 
takes in the conduct of their causes. His lordship knew of no mistake in 
edure, if it was not fraudulent, which might not be corrected on terms. 

e did not regard it asa matter of favour and grace. Rule 12 of order 28 said 
that ‘‘all necessary amendments ¢haii be made for the purpose of determining 
the real question or issne raised by, or depending on, the proceedings.’ 
He thought it was 4 matter of tight to correct the mistake, it it could be 
done without injustice to the other side. It was said that to correct the 
error would be to take away an advantage from the other side. That was 
always the case when an amendment was madé, but im no other sense 
would it take dway an advantage. He thought the test was this—could 
you, by the i ition of any terms, place the other side in as d a 
position to have the right determined as they were before the mistake was 
made? In his experience, he had always found there was a panacea 
which healed oT sore in litigation, and that was costs. And in the 
— case the plaintiff had been put to no extra costs by the mistake, 

n his lordship’s view, the action ought to be dismissed as against the 
defendant H., and there should be no ¢osté of the appeal. Far, L.J., 








agreed with the other members of the court as to the estoppel, and with 
Cotton, L.J.; as te the other _— Every issue in a litigation must he 
determined on evidence which was competent as against each litigemt, 
and the conclusions as against different parties to the litigation mj 

differ. If leave to amend had been really asked for, he should have beep 
very unwilling to give it in such & case, but he thought it had never been 
asked for, but that the counsel for the defendant H. had taken a cours 
inconsistent with asking for leave to amend.—Soxicrrons, F. Needham; 
Marsland; Hewitt, §¢ Everett. , 





Trape-Marx—Rucistration or Porrratr of Invenron—Travt-Minky 
Recistration Act, 1875, s. 10—‘“ Disttncrivz.”’—In the case of In ry 
Anderson’ s Angiection before Chitty, J., on the 17th inst., an application 
was made by W. R. Kndetson to fe T as @ trade-mark for extract of 
meat a portrait of the late Baro big, with the legend ‘‘ Brand Baton 
Liebig.” The application was opposed by the Licbig’s Extract of Meat 
Company, on the grounds that the -mark proposed to be registerad 
was calculated to deceivé fhe frade and = into the belief that the 
extract of meat and goods marked with if were those manufactured by 
the Liebig’s Extract of Meat Cotipany, and that the applicant was not 
entitled to the exclusive usér of the word “ Baron,’’ or of the porttitt, 
Currry, J., said that as it appeared that it had been already held lon 
since by the House of Lords that the term ‘‘ Lichig’s Extract of Meat" 
was publici juris, the applicant céuld tiot be entitled to the exclusive tise 
of the term, nor to register that part of hia trade-mark which consisted 
of the words ‘ Bran Baron'Liebig.” With respect to the portrait, it 
was a Common custom fo publish hs of inventors of articles, and, 
therefore, the applicant could not be allowed to register that part of Ms 
trade-mark which consisted of the portrait. The portrait was not In fie 
sufficiently “ distinctive ” to be the sttbject of registration within section 
16 of the Trade-Marks Registration Act, 1875. Furthermore, by suffering 
the registration fo proceed, hia lordship would be sanctioning the Hy 
tration of a mark calculated to mislead the public into the belfef t 
Liebig’s Extract of Meat was the partictilar property of the applicant, 
my therefore, refused the application.—Sortcrrons, Flue ¢ Co. ; Orwmp 4 

on. 





Acr or BANKRUpTOY—AssIONMENT OF wHoLm Propmrry As Srovniy 
FOR BxtsTiInG Dent anp rurtHeR Apvance—Br or Saue—Starement 
oy Consrpenation — Arripavir on Reormrration—JURAT—OMmrasion oP 
Commisstonen’s DesronAtion—Brmuitsa or Sane Act, 1878, 8, 8.—In a case 
of Be parte Johnson, before the Oourt of Appeal on the 22nd inst, a 
question atose as to the statement of the consideration in a bill of xale, 
and there was the further question whether the execution of the deed 
amounted to an act of bankruptcy om the part of the grantor. The 
grantor was a trader, and, being May eg difficulties, he, on the 
llth of July, 1882, assigned substantially the whole of his property by 
way of mortgage. The deed contained a recital that the grantor Was 

ebted to the grantee in the sum of £4,530, and had applied to the 
grantee to lend him the further sum of £400, which the grantee hal 
agreed to do on having the repayment thereof and of the £4,530 respectively 
secured in manner thereafter appearing. And, in pursua@nce of the 
agreement, and in consideration of the sum of £400 ‘‘on or immediatdly 
before the execution of these presents’’ to the grantee paid by the 
gtantor, the property was assigned to the grantee by way of mortgage to 
secure £4,930 On the 14th of August; 1882, the grantor filed a ligui- 
dation petition, and the trustee im the liquidation sought to set aside 
the bill of sale on the ground that the consideration was not stated mit 
in compliance with section 8 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, and also that 
its execution was an act of bankruptcy. From the evidence it appeared 
that £200 of the £400 had been advanced by the grantee to the grantor 
on the 7th of July, and that on that day the grantor had signed a written 
undertaking to give a bill of sale on demand, to secure the £4,530 and the 
£200. On the llth of July the grantor asked for a further advance, and 
the grantee agreed to lend asecond £200 upon the execution of the billéf 
sale. The Court of Appeal (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) held thatthe 
consideration had been sufficiently stated in the deed. Corron, Lai, 
thought it was a pity that the decisions on the Bills of Sale Act had 
departed from the strict language of the Act. But, in the present case, 
he thought that the two advances of £200 might be considered as really 
one transaction, there being an interval of only four days between them, 
and, that being so, the statement that the £400 was advanced ‘of of 
immediately before the execntion’’ of the deed was a truthful one. If, 
however, the two loans of £200 were to be considered as two distinct 
transactions, and that on the second occasion there was a new agreement 
to 1 >! the first £200 and re-advance it, then Zhe Credit Company v. Pott 
(29 W. R. 326, L. R. 6 Q. B. D. 295) was an authority for holding that 
the consideration was correctly stated. In that case, thongh there was, 
in fact, no present advance at all, but the security was given for an old 
debt, the Court of Appeal held that the consideration was correctly 
stated as a — advance of the amount of the old debt. The court 
would only be unsettling the law ff, whatever their individual opinions, 
they were to de from that decision, Bowsn, LiJ., caid that the 
object of the Act was that the consideration should be stated in such 4 
way as to convey information to the persons who were likely to read the 
bill of sale: The statement was to be made, fot for a special pleader, oF 
A conveyancing counsel of the Court of Chancery, or for an ingenious 
bankruptcy lawyer, but for practical purposes and for business men. He 
thought the courts had been right in saying that you must take a b 
view, and not examine the statement with minute ‘accuracy, and that ft 
was sufficient if the statement was substantially true. At any rate, this 
rule was established by such cases as Credit Company v. Pott, and, that being 
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he thought that in the present case the true business effect and the true 
Tegal effect of the transaction had been stated. Fry, L.J., said that, if the 
matter had been res integra, he should have been itictined to take # stticter 
view of the construction of the Act than the courts had done, and should 
yobably not have come to the conélusion at Which the court aftived in 
The Credit Company v. Pott, and Ex parte National Mercantile Bank (28 W.R. 
399, L. R. 15 Ch. D. 42). The courts had, however, in a seties of cases 
held that, if the consideration stated was something which amounted to 
the same — as that which actually took pine, that was & sufficient 
statement, and it was far more important that there should be uniformity 
of decision than that the court should construe the Act according to its own 
view. On the authority, thetefore, of The Credit Company v. Pott, he 
thought that the £200 advanced on the 7th of July might be considered as 
having been repaid and re-advanced on the 11th of July, and that this 
imaginary transaction was as good as that which was resorted to in The 
Credit Company Vv. Pott. On the question of the act of bankruptcy, Corton, 
L.J., said that, though the amount of the first advance as compared with 
that of the old débt was to be taken into considération, that was not the 
true test whether the assignment was an act of egy an The true test 
was whether the lender made the adVatice With the intention of enabling 
the borrower to carry on his busitiess, and Whether he had reasonable 
grounds for believing that it would enable him to carry of his business. 
The court could not Took at the intention of the borfower, nor at what the 
actual result ofthe loan was. In the present case his lordship thought 
that the evidence showed that this test was fulfilled, and consequently that 
the execution of the deed was not an act of bankruptcy. Bowen, L.J., 
concurred in this statement of the law. Fry, L.J., said he thought the 
question was this—was it the intention of the lender in making the 
new advance toenable the borrower to carry on his business, or was the 
advance made merely in order to obtain 4 security for the old debt. Upon 
the evidence in the present case he came to the conclusion that the advance 
was made with the intention of enabling the borrower to carry on his 
business, and therefore, though the fresh advance was but small, the exe- 
cution of the bill of sale was not an act of bankruptcy, 
Another point arose thus. The affidavit filed on the registration 


ee 


of the bill of sale was sworn before a commissioner duly 
authorized to administer oaths, but in the jurat he had 
merely signed his name without adding his designation as 


commissioner, It was objected that, by reason of this omission, the affi- 
davit was of no value, and the registration void. The Covnr overruled the 
objection, Corron, L.J., said that, independently of authority, he should 
have thought it difficult to accede to such an objection, but the point was 
really decided by Cheney v. Corister (138 C, B. N. 8, 634), Bowagn, LJ. 
thought it would be a very gloomy day for English law if the Court of 
Appeal was to hold an affidavit bad on such 9 qeoeee, Fry, LJ, 
entirely agreed,—Soxicrrons, Champion, Robinson, § Poole; R. Wilson, 





Corvricut In A Lecrurs—Pvupniication—Insunction,—In a casé of 
Nicols v. Pitman, before Kay, J., on the 20th inst., the question atose as 
to the right of a person who had delivered a lecture to restrain its publica- 
tion by a person who had attended and heard the lecture, The lecture 
had been delivered by the plaintiff at a working man’s college. Admis- 
sion thereto was, without payment, by tickets distributed by the com- 
mittee of the college. The plaintiff had committed his lecture to writing 
before delivering it, but scarcely had occasion to refer thereto, as he knew 
the lecture by heart. The defendant, who was a shorthand writer, was 
present, and took down the entire lecture in shorthand. This he after- 
wards published in shorthand characters in a pamphlet brought out and 
sold by him, and called the ‘‘ Phonographic Lecturer.’’ The plaintiff now 
moved to restrain this publication by injunction. Kay, J., granted the 
injunction. His lordship referred to, and examined, the case of Abernethy 
Vv. Hutchinson (1 Hall & Tells, 28, 3 L. J. O. 8, 208), in which Lord 
Eldon had, after much consideration, restrained by injunction the publi- 
Cation of a lecture delivered to a class of medical students. The effect of 
hat decision was that, where a lecture is delivered to an audience ad- 
mitted without payment, although any person present is allowed to take 
the fullest notes of the lecture for personal use, it is not allowable to use 
such notes for the purpose of publishing the lecture for profit. The fact 
that the publication here complained of was in shorthand character (the key 
to which could be obtained by anyone on payment) did not affect the 
nestion of the publication. The injunction, therefore, was granted, 
With costs. —Sortcirons, A. Calkin Lewis ; Yards § Loader, 





Business skTTLED oN Trust ror svocksstVe TENANTS Fok Lire— 
Recerver ANd MANAcrr—Loss purtne on® Tenancy For Lire roLiowep 
by Prorrr purine sunskqvent Tenancy for Lire—PayMent or Loss 
ovr or Carrrat ok Income.—In a case of Upton ¥. Brown, before Pearson, 
J., on the 22nd inst., a question arose as to the mode in Which the loss, 
which had resulted during the carrying on by a receiver and manager 
appointed by the court of a business (the subject of a settlement), should 
be borne as between the persons entitled under the settlement, There 
Were two successive tenancies for life, and during the first of them the 
businers had been carried on by the receiver at a loss, but during the 
second a profit had been derived. The qtiestion was whether the loss 
ought to be paid out of capital or out of the subsequent profit. Pransoy, 
J., held that the loss ought to be treated as if it had been a debt incurred 
by the receiver on account of the business, in which case it would have 
been paid out of the subsequent profit.—Sortctrons, Shum, Crossman, ¢ 
Co. ; G. Hamilton ; R. Ballard ; A. Hicks § Arnold, 





Oxsrrucrion ro Ligur—Insunction on Damaors—Exencise or Dis- 
paetion oy Countr—Lonp Oars’ Acr (21 & 22 Vier. o, 27), 6. 2.—In a 





case of Holland v. Worley, bef 


P Fp ego ageils: mayt 
to th exercise of the on 


Arosé as the under 2 of 
Lord Cairns’ Act, to a s in lieu of an injunction to 
testrain ati onan to light. ere was evi “in the case which 
showed that the 


ing value of the plaintiff's s Property (of which he was 
the owner in fee) was about £1,000, and , if the defendant was allowed 
to raise his new buildings to t eight, the selling value of the 
ee eo would be ished to the extent of one-third or one- 
‘ourth. e plaintiff's property consisted of some cottages situate in a 
harrow court or ey Seg the. city of mg Or The cottages were let to 
weekly tenants, but the land Would have been available for the erection of 
warehouses. The defendant was building warehouses on hisland. Under 
the circumstances, Pearson, J., awarded the plaintiff £150 b 
damages instead of granting an injunction, His lordship said that the 
cases under Lord Cairns’ Act had not laid down any settled rule as to the 
exercisé of the discretion given to the eourt to pete | | +4 in lieu of 
ting an injunction, except to this extent, that when the act which 
the defendant was doing was one which would, if permitted, render the 
plaintiff's property absolutely useless to him, so that the only my oy 
tion which could be given would be to order the defendant to pay the full 
value of the property, would not compel the plaintiff to sell his 
ty to the defetidii : onthe to the 
plainti? wont be Tess serions;-and the court considered shed Pht Beepenny 
might still be er tge by to him as it was before, and that there - 
fore the injury might, witho B the plaintiffs ppery from him, | 
be compensated by money, then the cou could, f ae vy right, 
exercise the discretion given to it by Lord Cairns’ Act. In tho present 
case his lordship came to the conelusion that, if the defendant was allowed 
to raise his new buildings to the ey ay height, the plaintiff's property 
would not be rende useless to him, even in its present condition, 
though there would be an uppreciable diminution of light. Considering, 
therefore, the nature. of the property, and its situation in the heart of 
& great city, he thought that it was a proper oase for exercising the dis- 
cretion to award damages in liew of an injunction.—Sonrcrronma, FZ. 
Bromley ; Hughes, Hooker, § Co. 
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CraAnocre—Mernorr-—Pvuncuass ny Owner or Eetats.—In a case of 
Williams vy. Jenkins, before Pearson, J., on the 26th imat,, the question 
arose whether a charge had m in the estate originally subject to it. 
By a deed dated the 9th of October, 1848, W. (then a widower) granted land 
to trustees in fee, upon trust after his decease or second marriage, which 
ever should first happen, to raise a sum of £3,000, The trustees were to 
stand possessed of the £3,000 upon trust to invest the same, and to pay 
the annual income of one-third part of the investment to T. (the son of 
W.), and his assigns, during his life, with remainder as to the capital of 
the one-third to the child or children of T, The other two-thirds were to be 
held in the same way on trust respectively for two daughters of W. for 
their respective lives, with remainders to their children respectively. And 


in case there should be tio children of the son and the two daughters, the 
fund was to be in trust for the son ahd the two daughters in equal shates 
as tenants in common, The deed contained no osition of the land 


subject to the charge, and the fee sithple, subject to them), cotisequetitly 
remained in W: The two daughters died in 1851 and 1856 respectively, 
and each of them without isstie atid intestate. At this time T. was still a 
bachelor. On the 9th of Match, 1858, T. ptitchased from thé husbands 
of his deceased sisters their respective interests in thé £3,000 as admitiis- 
trators of their respective wives. Ot the 19t* ‘\f November, 1859, an 
ment was entered into between the tr” . Of the £3,000, and T. 
(who was still a batchelor), by which th -ustees agreed bs being 
indemnified by T.) that, if at the dea* or marriage of W., T. should 
become entitled in fee simple to thy .atid comprised in the deéed of the 
9th of October, 1848, subject to tke trusts of that deed, they would not, 
during the life of T. (except at his request, or until T. should have a 
child or children presumptively entitled thereto), raise the £3,000, or an 
part of it. This agreement contained a recital of the deeds of the 9th 
of October, 1843, and the 9th of March, 1858, and other recitals to the 
following effect :—That W. was still living and unmarried ; that T. was 
the only son and heir-at-law of W.; and as such ee entitled 
to the land comprised in the deed of the 9th of ber, 1843, subject, 
nevertheless, to the payment of the £3,000; that T. was a bachelor, and 
ae entitled to the £8,000 (u the death or marriage of W.) 
expectant on his death without being matried and leaving « child or 
children who should take a vested itttetest in the sate under the deed of 
the 9th of October, 1843; that T, was desirous that the £3,000 should 
remain charged on the land, and had requested the trustees not to raise 
the same, in the event of his becoming entitled to the land 4s heit-at-)aw of 
W., until such time that he should have a child or children who should 
be beneficially interested in the £3,000, which they had consented to on his 
iving them an indemnity as therein mentioned. By a deed dated the 
Oth of November, 1860, W, ted the land (subject to the charge) to 
trustees on trust to t himself to receive the rents, and, after his 
death, to permit T, to receive the rents, ene subject to those trusts, 
upga trust for such person or persons as T, should int by deed or 
ll, and, subject thereto, upon trust for the right h of By his 
will, dated the 22nd of December, 1862, T., after reciting that he was 
seised of the land expectant on the death of his father, subject to a sum 
of £3,000 raisable thereout on the second marriage or death of his father, 
devised the same, ‘‘ subject as aforesaid,” to some cousins. And he 
devised and bequeathed his residuary real estate, his leasehold estate, and 
his personal estate to his executors on certain trusts, W. died on tho 
20th of August, 1867, without having married a second time. T. died on 
the 80th of September, 1874, 9 bachelor. The question was whether, in 
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the events which had happened, the devisees under the will of T. were 
entitled to the land free from the charge of £3,000, or whether the £3,000 
‘was to be raised for the benefit of the personal estate of T. Pxranrson, J., 
held that the £3,000 was not raisable, but that the devisees were entitled 
to the land free from the charge. He said that, by the will, the testator 
had expressed a clear and manifest intention to devise the estate, and his 
lordship said this without any reference to the value of the estate, whether 
it was more or less than the amount of the charge. He thought the law 
applicable to such cases was beyond dispute.: In Horton v. Smith (4 K. 
& 7. 627), Wood, V.C., said that, ‘‘ according to the later authorities, it is 
clear that, in all cases of a tenant in tail in possession paying off a charge 
on the estate, unless he indicates at the time of making the payment, or, 
at all events, subsequently, an intention to the con , it will be 
assumed that he intended such payment for the benefit of the estate. But 
{ am not aware of any case in which it has been determined that, where a 
tenant in tail in remainder pays off a charge before he becomes entitled in 
possession to the estate, the charge shall sink for the benefit of the estate.”’ 
His lordship took it for ages that that was still the rule. But he appre- 
hended that it might shown by evidence that a tenant in tail in 
remainder, when he bought up or paid off a charge, intended to do so for 
the benefit of the estate, and, if there was anything to show that it was his 
intention to do so, it must be held that when he came into ssion of 
the estate the charge sank into the estate for the benefit of the estate, 
and that he was not entitled to have the charge raised for the benefit of 
his estate. Looking at the testator’s will alone, his lordship would 
have come to the conclusion that the intention was to devise the estate sub- 
ject to the charge, if the charge should become raisable, and that, if it 
did not become raisable, the testator intended the devisees to have the 
estate free from any charge whatever. He should come to this conclusion 
independently of any authority. Then the question was whether the 
testator had indicated any intention to keep alive the charge for his own 
benefit. His lordship thought that the language of the recitals in the 
agreement of the 19th of November, 1859, was very significant. What 
could have been the intention of that agreement? For what purpose could 
it have been executed but to keep the estate as an estate, to prevent it 
from being destroyed by raising the charge? Could it be supposed that if 
there was an intention to preserve the estate during his own life, he 
intended it to be preserved only during that period, and that he did not 
intend to prevent it from being torn to pieces afterhis death? His lord- 
ship thought that such a result would be so monstrous and absurd that he 
could not come to that conclusion unless he was absolutely driven by 
authority todo so. He thought the intention was that the estate should 
not be destroyed, but that it should go to the devisees. He thought he 
was acting in harmony with the authorities in holding that the £3,000 was 
not now to be raised, and that the devisees were entitled tothe estate free 
from the burden.—Souicrrors, G. L. P. Eyre & Co.; Peacock § Goddard; 
W.§ W. Rees Davies § Co. 





Wri—Coxtincency—Masriep Woman—Power or ApPpomInTmENT— 
Deatu or Hussanp—AbDMINISTRATION—GENERAL GRANT.—In the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division, on the 25th inst., a motion was made 
(In the Goods of Pease) on behalf of the daughter and sole next of kin of 
Jane Pease, widow, for a grant of letters of administration of the estate 
of the deceased, in consequence of the will having become inoperative. 
The settlement, executed upon the marriage of the deceased, had provided 
that the settled property should, in the event of her dying before her 
husband, go to such persons as she should by will appoint, but that, in 
case she should survive her husband, such property should belong to her 
executors, administrators, and assigns, The deceased, in 1857, during the 
lifetime of her husband, executed a will and a codicil, in both of which 
she recited the power of es contained in the settlement, and 
made certain dispositions of the settled property, all of which were con- 
Set upon the husband surviving her. The husband, however, died 

ore the wife, and the latter never executed any es testa- 
mentary document. Upon the death of the husband, the will and codicil 
previously executed by the wife became entirely ineffective. Reference 
was made to the case of In the Goods of Graham (L. R. 2 P. & D. 385), 
where, under very similar circumstances, a will executed by a married 
woman under a _—— of appointment had become inoperative by reason 
of the death of her husband, and Lord Penzance had held that there 
ought to be a general grant of administration, and not a grant of ad- 
ministration with the will annexed. Hanwnen, P., said that this was a 
case of a will made by a married woman, subject to a contingency which 
had not arisen. In the Goods of Graham was an authority, and, therefore, 
he should o— letters of administration to the applicant upon an affidavit 
that the will had become inoperative.—Soticrror, Oldman. 





Copicrx—Mistake—Rererence To nevoxep Witi—Pxrosatz.—In the 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, on the 25th inst., the action 
of Beevor v. Hill was heard before the President of the Division, with- 
poe * 1! wp The plaintiffs nded, as executors, the will and two 

of the Hon. and - Edward Southwell Keppel, Rector of 
Quidenham, Norfolk, who died on the Ist of Seana 1883. The 
testator had executed a will on the 20th of February, 1879, and a codicil 
om the 25th of March, 1879. Both these instruments were revoked by 
a will dated the 29th of May, 1880, the first codicil to which was exe- 
cuted on the same day. On the 28th of November, 1883, the testator 
being then in very weak health, sent a message to his solicitor, requesting 
him to come to him at once and to prepare another codicil. The solicitor 
requested one of his clerks to bring him the drafts of the testator’s will and 
first codicil, but the clerk by mistake brought the drafts of the will and 





SS 
codicil which had been executed in 1879. The solicitor then went to the 
testator’s house, accompanied by his clerk, and received instructions for g 
fresh codicil. He then went to another room and drew up the doc 
with the assistance of ltis clerk. Upon his asking the date of the will the 
clerk, referring to the drafts which he had with him, replied that it was the 
20th of February, 1879. Thecodicil as drawn up accordingly began with 
the words, ‘‘ This is a codicil to my will bearing date the 20th day of Feb. 
ruary, 1879.” This error was not discovered, and the will was executed by 
the testator, the solicitor being one of the attesting witnesses. Atthe time 
of the execution of the codicil the will and codicil of the 29th of May, 
1880, in a sealed envelope, were lying on a table beside the testator. The 
will and codicil of 1879 were still in existence, and the provisions of the 
last codicil were equally consistent with the contents of either will. The 
same persons were resid legatees under both wills. They had been 
made defendants in the present action, and now consented to the will and 
codicil of the 29th of May, 1880, being admitted to probate. The plaintiff's 
counsel referred to In the Goods of Steele (L. R.1P. & D. 575). Hannay, 
P., after hearing the evidence of the solicitor and of the testator’s grand. 
niece, said that he had no doubt that there had been a pure mistake as to 
the date of the will to which the instrument was intended to be a codicil, 
He therefore pronounced for the will of the 29th of May, 1880, and the 
two codicils + eae sg vd etme Storey ¢ Cowland. 








SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Hiex Court or Justice. 
(Before Currry, J.) 
March 8.—In re Charles George Grueber, a Solicitor, 


This was a petition for an order directing the above-named solicitor to 
pay to the petitioner a sum of some £500, and also that the above-named 
solicitor be struck off the rolls. It appeared that in April, 1881, the 
petitioner retained the solicitor to prosecute an action. Shortly after the writ 
was issued the defendant in the action paid over thesum of £545 in full dis. 
charge of the amount claimed. The solicitor applied this sum to his own pur- 
poses. His defence was that he unwisely followed the advice of his 
managing clerk, who had told him that he (the clerk) was a friend of the 
petitioner, and could, therefore, arrange to have the use of the money. 
The solicitor had subsequently paid £40 on account. It was during the 
hearing stated, that in August, 1882, the solicitor was, on the application 
of the Incorporated-Law Society, suspended for three years for having 
defrauded a labourer ofa sum of £242. 

T. L. Wilkinson appeared for the petitioner ; and 

Nevill, for the solicitor. a 

Currry, J., commented with severity on the conduct of the solicitor, 
and made the order asked for as to payment of the money, and also 
ordered the solicitor to be struck off the rolls.— Times. 





(Before Lord Co.eninegr, C.J., and Cave, J.) 
March 26.—Jn the Matter of a Solicitor. 


In this case, so long ago as December, 1881, a matter of complaint was 
brought by the Liverpool Law Society against a solicitor who had been 
for forty years upon the roll, the charge not involving any serious mis- 
conduct or malversation, but only some alleged impropriety of profes- 
sional conduct. Upon communication with the Incorporated Law Society 
of London, they, after receiving explanations, declined to take any action 
in the case, and intimated this to the Liverpool Law Society. No further 
action was taken in the matter by that society until November, 1883, and 
then, after notice to the Incorporated Law Society on the 17th of Novem- 
ber, they, on the 26th, made an application by the Attorney-General to 
this court, and on that occasion the Attorney-General, observing that it 
did not appear to him to be one of the graver class of cases, said he should 
suggest a reference to the master for inquiry—a course which was adopted 
by the court—and accordingly the inquiry was ordered. It turned out, 
however, that the ten days’ notice required by law had not been given, 
and the objection being taken, the inquiry was not gone into. Nothing 
further was done until the 9th of January last, when a regular notice 
having been given, an application was made to the court to direct the 
reference to the master for inquiry. } 

Sir H. James, A.G., on behalf of the Liverpool Law Society, applied to 
the court to direct the inquiry to take place, explaining what had 
occurred, and observing that 1t would be far better that the inquiry 
should be gone into than that any other course should be taken. It 
not appear to him to be one of the bad cases of misconduct which some- 
times occurred, and he thought the case was one for inquiry, and it would 
be a pity that the inquiry should become abortive on such an objection. 

C. Russell, Q.C., appeared on behalf of the solicitgr, and stated the facts 
to show what delay Ted taken place, and that, under these circumstances, 
there would be some hardship 
of time and after explanations which h 
ated Law Society. 

Lord Coteriner, C.J., said the court in this case was called upon to 
exercise one of its most important functions—its correctional jurisdiction 
over solicitors—and it would not be satisfactory—he should think not 
even to the solicitor himself—that, when such a body as the Liverpoo 
Law Society were pressing for inquiry, and the solicitor professed to be 


pressing the inquiry after such a lapse 
long ago satisfied the Incorpor- 


able to offer full explanation, the inquiry should not take place. It would 


be far better, and would surely be for the advantage of the solicitor him- 
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golf, that the inquiry should take place rather t!:1n that it should be de- 
feated, and made abortive upon a merely formal objection which was now, 
indeed, answered by a full notice being given. Under these circumstances, 
the case must be referred to the master for inquiry. 

Cave, J., concurred, observing that the court must consider the interests 
of the public, and he should think it better for the solicitor himse!f that 
the inquiry should proceed.— Times. 





March 26.—Jn the Matter of a Solicitor. 


In the matter of a solicitor, as to whom an application had been made 
on the part of the Law Society on statements made to them by a party 
complaining, and against which party the solicitor said he should Gaiar 
an action for libel, in the meantime declining to give the society any 
further explanations, 

Wills, Q.C., who appeared on behalf of the Law Society, said that after 
a careful examination of the case he had come to the conclusion that the 
solicitor had given a satisfactory explanation, and so, if the court approved, 
he should propose to withdraw the accusation. 

Lord Cotzrrpes said there was no counsel at the bar in whom the court 
had greater confidence, and therefore, if he had come to that conclusion, 
the court quite acquiesced in the propriety of the course he proposed to 


take. 

Wills said all he had to add was that, as the solicitor had not given 
explanations in the first instance, though, of course, the society did not 
ask for costs, he thought they ought not to be liable to costs. 

Lord Coterincz said he thought so too. The Incorporated Law Society 
never interposed except upon information given to them, and always 
acted for the public benefit and from the best possible motives, and 
although, like all others, liable to make mistakes, that was not a reason 
why they should be visited with costs. 

Sir H. Giffard (who, with Terrell, appeared for the solicitor) said no one 
had greater respect than he had for the Incorporated Law Society, especially 
(he might add) as it was at present constituted; but it must be borne 
in mind that it was a voluntary society, and acted voluntarily, and not 
under any legal obligation. 

Lord Cotzri1pcr.—That is hardly so; for it is recognized by Act of 
Parliament, and so are its functions as to the profession; for notice to 
them of any application respecting a solicitor is required by law, for the 
very reason that they may investigate the case. 

Sir H. Giffard.—That is so, no doubt; and no one is more sensible than 
Iam of the value of these functions to the profession ; but it is hard upon 
asolicitor to have to pay his own costs when a proceeding has been taken 
against him without foundation, and while an action was pending for the 
vindication of his character. 

Lord CoterrpGe said the solicitor had, in fact, not given to the Law 
Society the explanations they had asked for, and it would not be right 
that the society should be called upon to pay costs on such an occasion. 

Rule discharged, without costs.— Times. 








THE RETIREMENT OF MR. DANIEL, Q.C. 


Prior to the commencement of the business in the Bradford County Court 
on the 21st inst., Mr. J. G. Hutchinson, solicitor, addressing Mr. W. T.S. 
Daniel, Q.C., the judge, said he regretted to hear through the press that 
his Honour*intended to resign the position he held, and on behalf of that 
branch of the profession to which he (Mr. Hutchinson) had the honour to 
belong he could say that they, one and all, sympathized with the learned 
judge in being plaved in such a position that he was compelled to take 
the step he had. At the same time they all hoped that on his retirement 
Mr. Daniel would enjoy that peace and consolation to which he had some 
claim after having been connected with the profession for a period of fifty 
years, and having occupied the position of judge of that court for seventeen 
years. The learned judge would excuse his referring to the fact that 
there were many evidences of his judicial services in that court being re- 

cognized and valued by those who had received great benefit from the 

way in which his Honour had discharged his duties. Rather more than 

twelve months ago, when Mr. Daniel thought of resigning, the Bradford 
Chamber of Commerce, representing the commercial interests of the town 
and district, together with the legal profession, made a request that he 
Would reconsider his determination, and on that occasion their representa- 
ions were received in a manner which afforded pleasure and gratifica- 
tion to all. But now the time had come when it was incumbent upon 
them to separate, and he was sure that no body of men could more 
incerely wish that his Honour, in his declining years, and in the evening 

of his life, might enjoy perfect rest and tranquillity, and that after a 
eareer which the profession regarded with so great a degree of admiration 
and respect Mr. Daniel might yet enjoy such health as would give him 

_— and consolation in the retirement upon which he was about to 

T. 

Mr. Daniel, in acknowledging the sentiments expressed by Mr. Hutchin- 
Son, said the announcement of his intention to retire had through an 
accident been made earlier than he intended. He had expressed his desire 
to retire on March 31, the end of the quarter, and had pointed out to the 
authorities in London that as Easter occurred in the month of April he (the 

ed judge) thought it right, in the interests of the public, to fix as 
many courts prior to Good Friday as he possibly could. Kis Honour also 


intimated that as his tenure of office would expire on March 31, and his 
cted to sit on April 1, such a course might be 
g in his resignation, therefore, he had stated, 


successor would be 
venient. In 





| 





with a view to public convenience, as well as the convenience of his suc- 
cessor, that he should be quite willing to continue the ility of the 
courts up to April 10. Of course he could not hold a court after he had 
igned. His Saeents resignation was sent in on. Monday last, and as 
yet he had not received any communication from Mr. Nichol. Probably 
the Lord Chancellor was considering what arrangements should be made 
in reference to the holding of the courts in the month of April. When 
waited upon by two deputations at the end of 1882, his Honour had 
intended to resign his post-at Christmas in that year, but was induced to 
postpone his retirement until the following year, in consequence of the 
representations then made. He had, however, sat in the court up to the 
resent time, and had hoped to sit during the remainder of this year, but 
S could not resist the strong advice given by his medical man, who told 
him that if he could sit in court day without having to come and 
leave, and have nothing to do but enjoy the intellectual treat spread before 
him, he might do very well. But it was the risk he ran in the change of 
tem ture. The learned judge added that he came to Bradford to do 
his } are and he had endeavoured to do it, and if he had succeeded it was 
an additional satisfaction to know that in endeavouring to do it he had 
not failed to impress those who had been subject to his jurisdiction. It 
was said a judge should not be popular, but he (Mr. Daniel) could not 
see why, though it should be a popularity that followed and not a popu- 
larity that preceded. The former was a popularity that was won, and not 
one that was sought. He retired from the judgeship with the conscious- 
ness that he had endeavoured to do his duty. 








SOCIETIES. 


BARRISTERS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The eleventh annual meeting of this society was held on Wednesday, in 
the hall of the Middle Temple. 

Lord Cransroox took the chair. 

The report, which was read by Mr. Macrory, showed that only 18 new 
members had joined during the past year. The total income from sub- 
scriptions was £1,449; the grants to distressed persons amounted to 
£1,607; the number of cases relieved had risen from 43 in 1882 to 54, and 
the committee had been obli to lessen the grants in particular cases, so 
that the total sum thus voted had diminished in amount. 

Lord Cransroox expressed the pleasure he felt in renewing his acquaint- 
ance with the bar, and said, in moving the adoption of the report, that 
there could be no difference of opinion with regard to the objects of this 
scheme of benevolence. Those who supported the fund were men who had 
common objects in life, common sympathies, and common troubles, and 
they combined to alleviate the distress of those of their fellows who had 
fallen into difficulties in the course of their career. He had com the 
report of this society with those of the Solicitors’ and the ineers’ 
Benevolent Societies, and found that both these latter had a larger 
amount of funded property. It was, haps, a matter worthy of 
consideration whether one eration should provide for a future genera- 
tion, or whether it was better to d d upon annual subscriptions 
to carry on the work of the institution. ing at the number of those 
still practising or who had been associated with the bar and who kept 
their names upon the books, he did not think the amount of the donations 
and subscriptions adequate. There were some who said it was not well to 
invite more poor people to enter upon the struggle for success at the bar. 
That was a hard saying. The struggle that too placein these days for the 
survival of the fittest in every occupation was one of the severest character ; 
but certainly the tendency of modern education was to afford, as far as 
possible, opportunity for men of ability to rise through the various classes 
until they reached the highest, if they could. And it was not to be 
supposed that any man in making choice of a profession would for one 
moment take into consideration the existence of a charitable society, to 
which, indeed, he would hope he should never have occasion to appeal. In 
his own time he had seen many men who entered upon this —- 
with great powers—misdirected powers, perhaps, because not those 
—s them for the duties of an advocate—and who failed either 
because they had not ene yh or because their health broke down ; 
and when such a man failed, and saw his little pittance wasted, and his 
family in distress, he found ey quietly, and delicately at the hands 
of his brethren that assistance which would enable him to tide over his 
difficulties and continue his career. If he died, people said he had been 
imprudent. Well, his family were for his im ce, and he 
himself expiated his imprudence in the sorrow and pain he felt in his last 
moments at leaving his wife and children with no . In such a case this 
soviety stepped in, andwith adequate relief, he h enabled the widow 
to educate her children and to retain the position they occupied before. 
Last year the subscriptions and donations amounted to about £1,450, and 
they had given away £1,607. Now they had not sufficient invested prop- 


erty in their possession to entitle them to draw by year in this 
upon their resources. But whatever they it do to increase th: 
funds, he begged them not to begin the system of anniversary festivals, 


which were a nuisance and annoyance to a great many people, which 
gave people fits of indigestion by making them take a great deal of food 
and drink which they did not Pag egg which deducted largely and in 
a most disproportionate ratio from the money contnbuted to the funds. 
Instead of this he would suggest that an appeal by cirouler should be 
made to every member of the The Masrsr of the Roxts seconded 
the resolution, and it was unanimously adopted. 
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Mr. Justice Maruzw moved the appointment of the Master of the Rolls 
as a trustee of the association, in succession to the late Sir Charles Hall, 
and this having been seconded by Mr. Powzi1, Q.C., was passed. 

The other routine business on the paper was then gone through, and a 
cordial vote of thanks to Lord Oranbrook for presiding, moved by the 
Arronnny-Generat, seconded by Sir Harvmver Grrranp, and carried by 
acclamation, brought the proceedings to a close. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Ricuanp Nicnotas Howarp, solicitor, of Weymouth and Portland, 
has been elected an Alderman for the Borough of Weymouth. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1855, and he is coroner for the Island of Port- 
land, 


Mr. Epwarnp Lamp Waveun, solicitor, of Cockermouth, has been ap- 

inted by the High Sheriff of Cumberland (Mr. Henry Anthony 
BD ding) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Waugh is the son of Mr. Edward Waugh, solicitor, M.P. for Cockermouth, 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1873. 


Mr. Grorcr Rowtart, solicitor (of the firm of Freer, Blunt, & Rowlatt), 
of Leicester, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Leicestershire (the 
Hon. Harry Wilson) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing 
year. Mr. Rowlatt was admitted a solicitor in 1871. 


Mr. Wri1u1am Tuomas Huspanp, solicitor, of Liverpool, Widnes, and 
Garston, has been appointed Deputy Coroner for the West Derby District 
of Lancashire. Mr. Husband was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 


Mr. Cuartes Writram Rees Sroxzs, solicitor, of Tenby, has been ap- 
— by the High Sheriff of Pembrokeshire (Mr. James Taylor Hawksley 

tokes) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Stokes is town clerk of Tenby. He was admitted a solicitor in 1864, 


Mr. Cuartes Water Campion, barrister, has been appointed Taxing 
Master to the House of Commons, and an Examiner of Petitions for 
Private Bills, in succession to Mr. Charles Frere, deceased. Mr. Campion 
was educated at Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated second class 
in lew and modern history in 1862. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Hi Term, 1866, and he was formerly on the Home 
Circuit. He has been for several years private secretary to the Speaker of 
the House of Commons. 


Mr. Nosmayx Heyryx Marruews, solicitor, of Doncaster and Tickhill, 
has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Nottinghamshire, and 
the West ing of Yorkshire for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds 
by Married Women. 


Mr. Jouy Parny Jonzs, solicitor, of Denbigh, has been appointed by 
the High Sheriff of Denbighshire (Mr. William Douglas Wynne Griffith) 
to be Under-Sheriff of that County for the ensuing year. Mr. Jones is 
the son of the late Mr. John Parry Jones, solicitor. He ‘was admitted a 
solicitor in 1871, and he is town elerk of Denbigh, and clerk to the 
borough magistrates and the Commissioners of Taxes. 


Mr, Jony Dayis Raw, solicitor (of the firm of Moore, Jackman, & 
Rawlins), of Lymington and Freshwater, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Tuomas Frepenicxk Fowxsr, solicitor, of Huntingdon, has been 
1, ‘+ by the High Sheriff of Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire 
(Mr. William Duberley) to be Under-Sheriff of those counties for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Fowler was admitted a solicitor in 1868. 


Mr. Epwarp Watxer Coney, solicitor, of Gloucester, has been ap- 
pointed by the High Sheriff of Gloucestershire (Mr. Henry Ingles 
Chamberlayne) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. 
Mr, Coren was admitted q solicitor in 1862. He is coroner for the Upper 
Division of Gloucestershire, and his partner, Mr. John Wakefield Burrup, 
is registrar of the Archdeaconry of Gloucester. 


Mr. Francis Treconwett Jonys (of the firm of Johns & Traill), solici- 
tor, proctor, and notary, of Blandford, has been appointed by the High 
Sheriff of Dorsetshire (Lieutenant-General Augustus Fox Pitt Rivers) to 
be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Johns was 
admitted g solicitor in 1843. He is registrar of the Archdeaconry of 
Dorset, district probate registrar, registrar of the Blandford County Court, 
clerk to the county magistrates and the Blandford Board of Guardians, 
and superintendent registrar, 

Mr. Anruur Wiii1sm Wray, solicitor (of the firm of Wray & Philips), 
of 61, Cheapside, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths 
in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


BBA yy Cons Boarp, solic sip of Daroham, Somerset, has been 
a a Perpetual Commissioner for taking Acknowledgments for the 
} ies of Somerset and Gloucester, and the City and County of Bristol. 
Mr, was admitted in 1875. 





The Times understands that the Treasury have consented to pay the 
expenses of the judges Ring on circuit, which expenses have, in the case 
of ‘the Queen’s Bench Division judges uttending the summer and winter 
‘aya erto pose paid ont Ca Ry - pockets. A fixed sum per 

while on circuit has been the Treasury, which will dou 
be accepted by the judges. ad ’ 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 


—_— 

ORDER OF TRANSFER. 
Orpsr or Oovrr. 
Tuesday, March 25, 1884, 
Whereas, from the present state of the business before the Chancery 
Division and the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of Justicg 
respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes commenced in the 
said Chancery Division, but not being causes commenced for any of the 
urposes set forth in the 3rd sub-section of the 3dth section of the 
Bapeeme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, and thereby specially assigned to 
the said division, should be transferred to the said Queen’s Bench 
Division; now I, the Right Hon. Roundell, Earl of Selborne, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, with the consent of the Lord Chief Justice of 
England, as president of the lastrmentioned division, do hereby order that 
the several causes set forth in the achedules hereto be transferred from the 
Chancery Division to the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of 
Justice, and be marked m the cause-hooks accordingly, And this order ig 
to be drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice, 

Frest Scuepvxez. Hughes v Morgan 

Causes assigned to Vice-Chancellor| Feb 


Bacon. 
Dew v Met Ry Co & Met Disct Ry Co 
1883 D 1,249 DecT 


1883 H 4,862 
e 

a v Tozer 1883 B 4,605 Feb 

Powell v Metropolitan Bd of Works 


Higham vy Mercer 1883 H 5,481) 1883 P 1,650 Feb 26 

Feb 28 Belons v Wimbledon Local Board 
Tatham vy Ward 1883 T 2,157; 1882 & 3,896 Selons v Croydon 
Feb 28 Rural Sanitary Authority 1882 8 


3,438 Mar 5 
(Consalidated hy Order 20th July, 1882) 
Lewisham Disct Bd of Works ¥ 
LB&BCRy Co 1884 L 1,364 
Mar 13 


Pyrke v Coward 1883 P 
Mar 7 


2,225 


Szcenp Sonepurz. 
Causes assigned to Mr. Justice Kay. 
Brereton vy Richardson, Ellson & Oo 
1883 B 1,161 Sept 15 Fourtu Scuepute. 
Briebach v Weaver 1883 B 753\Causes assigned to Mr. Justice 
Oct 16 Pearson. : 
Foss v Avondale Paper Cold 1882 Mayor &c of Bristol v United Tele- 
E 969 Oct 29 po Oo ld 1883 B 843 Nov 
1,154) 7 


G tlett v Pulli 18838 G 
9 lide Richmond v Studds 1883 R 1,880 
Dawson v Matthews 1882 D Nov7 


2,527 

Noy 24 Foster ¥ Simpson 1883 F 1,034 
Jones v Smith Bros 1883 J 1,139| Nov 10 

Nov 26 Thomson v Carr 1883 T 1,932 
Harford v Worley 1882 H 1,646) Deo 13 

Nov 27 Clark vSame 1883 C 4,158 Dee 
Carter & Co v St Giles’ Disct Bd of|_ 18 ; 

Works 1883 © 2,211 Dec3 (Durrant v Joy 1883 D_ 1,64l 
Cook v Barber 1883 © 1,719 Dec| Dec 20 


7 House Property Inyestment Co ld y 
Thompson v Smith 1883 T 267) Cornick 1883 H 1,620 Jan2 
Dec 13 Wandsworth Local Bd of Works ¥ 
Dinn vy Cole 1888 D 19 Jani United Telephone Co 1883 W 
Stevenson, Jaques & Co v Clay Lane! 3,091 Jan 29 
Tron Cold 1883 § 2,704° Jan 2.Campsill v Clarke 1883 © 3,723 
Sparrow v Tattersall 1883 8 °c 
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Feb 4 icks v Gaisford 1883 W 1,954 
Tolhursty Pinching 1883 T 1,535) Feb > 
Feb 8 Mossop ¥ Mattinson 1883 M 
Ehen Mining Co v Bain & Co 1883|_ 2,564 Feb 8 
E 29 Mar6 United Telephone Co ld y Lond & 
Globe Telephone &c Co 1883 U 


Turep ScuEepvte. 265 Febl = 
Clauses assigned to Mr, Justice a. Oarr 1883 B 5,948 
e 


Chitty. 
Perry v Metropolitan Bd of Works|Rolls v Miller 1883 R 2,413 Feb 
1883 P 19° Novy 22 23 i 
Toone v Hinckley Disct, Local Board|West Lond Imperial &c Buil 
1883 T 66 Dec7 Society v Saul 1883 W_ 1,02 
Stansfield v Yeadon District Local] Feb 28 
Board 1882 S 66 Jan8 lien y Hill 1883 A 1,678 Maril 


Cooper v Havard and anr 1882 CjBlack v Hammond 1883 B 4,681 
2,735 Jan 10 Mar 12 ' 

French Date Coffee Co 1d v Mason|Astle v Devas 1883 A 1,143 Mar 
1882 F 1,973 Jan 21 20 


Sz.norne, C 
Coreriver, C.J. 


Mowatt v Milford Docks Co 1882 
M 4,684 Jan 25 








The popular impression, says the Daily News, that everything is to be 
obtained fh London must be revised. An exception must be made with 
regard to Russian lawyers. In a pending legal case a question of Russian 
law is involved, and a need arose for a an Russian lawyer, who 
could give evidence carrying genags | with it, a man with a diploma of 
some kind—sworn advocate is, we believe, the correct term. Ouriously 
enough, however, no such man was to be found in the metro lis. 
The Russian Embassy could give no assistance; neither could the 
Consulate, 
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OBITUARY. 


MR, FREDERICK JOHN HALL. 
. Frederick John Hall, solicitor, died at Ne M mthahize, 
ots 9nd inst., at the age of seventy-three, after a bag ty 4 
was born in 1811. He was admitted a solicitor about the yer 883, 
sad he commenced to practise at Newpark where he carried on ess 
with great success for nearly forty years. He retired from practice about 
twelve years ago, and he was soon afterwards appointed a for 


thshire. He was very regular in his aytendance at the rt 
jo pean also at the quarter sessions, and his legal know and long 


onal experience were of great value, Mr. Hall took an active 


in all local business. He was a director of the Ne Waterworks 
, and he was formerly chairman of the Ne L 
His Meath is lamented by a large circle of professional and r friends, 


——t 


MR, STEPHEN CRACKNALL, 


Mr. Stephen Oracknall, barrister, died at 403, Uxbridge-road Shep, 
herd’s Bush, on the 5th inst. Mr. Cracknall was born in 1818. e 
gadgatod at Queen’s College, Cambridge, and he was called to the bar at 
¢ Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1848. He practised Rs the Court of 
Chancery and Chancery Division, and he hada high sapnen mas an equity 
dmftaman. Mr, Oracknall’s chambers were much resorted to by pupils. 
About two years ago the’state of his health obliged him to re i 
practice. 





MR, JAMES FREDERICK ELDRIDGE, 


Mr. James Frederick Eldridge, who was almost the oldest solicitor in 
Somersetshire, died at his dence at Bath, on the 10th inst., in his 
dghty-first year. Mr. Eldridge was born in 1804. He was admitted 
asolicitor in 1826, and for oyer fifty years he carried on an extensive 
prctice at Bath. He was a perpetual commissioner for Somersetshire, 
and for several years he filled the post of clerk to the St. Mary’s Chureh 
Twstees. Mr. Eldridge formerly took a prominent part in public life 
at Bath, He was for some time a member of the town council as 9 
wpresentative of Bathwick Ward, and he was one of the foun of the 
Bath Horticultural Society. He leaves one son and two daughters. 





MR. HENRY RICHMOND DROOP. 
Wr. Henry Richmond Droop, barrister, died, at 11, Cleveland-gardens, 
Hyde-park, on the 21st inst. ’ 


Mr. Droop was born in 1832. “He wag 
edyeated at Periborongh College and at Trinity College, Cuabridge, 
vhere he graduated as third wrangler in 1854. He obtained g fellowship, 
ad he was for some time mathematical lecturer at his college. He was 
alled to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1859, and he practised 
inthe Chancery Diyision, having also a considerable business 4s a con- 
veyancer. Mr. Droop had devoted great attention to the study of ecclesi- 
wstical law, and had held briefs in several ritualistic prosecutions. He 
wasone of the uphelders of the scheme for the due representation of 


ningrities, and he had written several articles and pamphlets in support 
ait. Mr. Droop was married to the daughter of late Mr. John 
haily, Q.C., and he leaves three children. The Zimes, in speaking of Mr. 


Droop, says:—‘‘A year ago a mortal malady seized upon him. For 
twelve months he was dying, and he knewit. Never for an instant did 
hiseourage fail, or his sympathy with personal and public cares, or his 
ifectionate kindliness, and he manifested even an heroic cheerfulness. 
Afew weeks back, with the hand of death visibly upon him, be was 
present at the inaugural meeting of a convention of the advocates of the 
minority vote, Within a dozen hours of the end he was listening and 
joining’ in converse upon it. No man had warmer and more admiring 





LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


March 20.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Patvare Bru.—Indiarubber, Gutta-Percha, and Telegraph Works 


pany. 
Medical Acts Amendment. 

4 Bilis Read a Third Time. , 
— Criminals Act Amendment; National Debt; Brokers (City of 

YRGOn), 

March 21.—Bills Read a Third Time. 

Puyare Buus,—Trent Navigation ; Kensington Public Baths; High- 
gate Archway Company. 

March 24.—Royal Assent, 

The Royal Assent was given to the following Bills:—An Act for securing 
= settling an Annuity upon the Right Hon. Sir Henry Bouverie William 
r d, G.C.B., in consideration of his eminent services; National Debt 

et, 1884; London Brokers’ Relief Act, 1884; 


the Stopsley Marria 
legalization Act, 1884. ad vi 
Bill Read a Third Time. 


Habitual Criminals Amendment. 


spring assizes, at which prisoners only will , 
Manchester, Liverpool, and Leeds, where civil business will also be 
taken :—South-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Baron Pollock; Western Circuit, 
Mr. Justice Manisty; Oxford Circuit, Mr. Justice Lopes; 
cuit, Mr, Justice North; Northern Circuit, Mr. Justice Cave and Mr. 
Justice Day; North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Hawkins and peavey 


| ee or pag Sittings) Bill was under 
P 


om oe law societies of . 
other places. 

the Home Secretary the unanimous and strong feeling of all the countice 
and towns represented that some important change Was in the 


Chancellor was considering with the » indars a 
mature shortly for the p 

large extent meet the views of the deputation, and he th 
be done b 
endeavour 
He admitted 





| 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
March 19.—Bill in Committee. 
Real Assets Administration. 
New Biil. 


Bill to amend the law relating to marine insurance (Mr. Norwoop). 
March 20,—Bili Read a Third Time. 
Parvats Briy.—West Lancashire Railway (Capital). 
Moreh 21.—Dills Read a Seoond Time, 
Consolidated Fund (No. 1); Contagious Diseases (Animals). 
Bill Read a Third BWme. 
Paivats Bruy.—Rickmansworth Water, 
0 Bills, 
Bill to extend certain powers given by the Superannuation Act Amend- 
ment Act, 1873 (Mr, Guapstone),. 
Bill to enable holders of houses and cottages on lease for lives to pur- 
chase the fee simple of their property (Mr. Ross). 
March 24,-—Bilis Read a Second 2me, 
Isle of Man Harbours; Royal Courts of Justice, 
Billa in Committee, 
Real Assets Administration; Bankruptey Appeals (County Courts). 
Bille Read a Third Time, 
mR asa Buu.--North Sea Fisheries (East Lincolnshire) Harbour and 


Freshwater Fisheries Act Amendment. 
h 25.—Bill] Read a Third Time, 
Q, 1), 
March 25,—Bill in Committee. 
Valuation, (Metropolis) Amendment, 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Parvars Brtis.—London Hospital; Llandrindod Wells Water ; Caldicot 


M 
Consolidated Fund 


and Wentlooge Levels; Lianfrechfa Upper Local Board. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora or R&GcisTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date, — V, 0, Bacoy, Me Jomtiee 
bs Y> TosPreveresere 31 Mr. Merirale Mr. Ward Nr. ~s 
geen, ot, canenee yer Wao 
Phuraday ...csccessccee 8 Morivale Pemberton Lavie 
Frida eeepreresegeeesere 4 King Ward 4 
SEN covcsscccecocecs © Merivale Pemberton Lavie 
Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Currry. Norra. Pearson. 
Monday, March.....,e0+, 31 Mr. Teesdale Mr. Koe Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday, April ...ceccsee 1 Farrer Clowes Cobby 
Wednesday....cscessseee 2 Teesdale Koe Jackson 
Thursday esssspecccess 3 Farrer Clowes Cobby 
PHONE cessveosssvesevecs “Ss Teesdale oe Jackson 
Saturday ,..ypecesssseneee 8 Farrer Clowes Cobby 








The following are the circuits chosen 1 nee “4 the ensaing 
1, except in the cases o 


Mr. Justice Butt; and North and South Wales Circuits, Mr 


A. L. Smith, The assizes are expected to begin about the 22nd of April 


next. 
In the House of Commons on Tuesday last, in ly to Mr. , the 
Attorney-General said that the subject of the High Court of Justice 
consideration. On Wi a 


utation waited upon Sir Wilham Harcourt to urge the Government to 

give facilities for the passage of this Bill. Re ntatives Page preseee 
ang commercial bodies of Liverpon] and 

Mr. Whitley stated that he wished to 


administration of justice in the ees, and that could only be by 
judges of the High Court g appointed to sit continue at the 
various districts. Sir William Harcourt, in reply, intimated that Lord 


which they to 
of m such an alteration as toa 
d 


ought that this 
an Order in Council rather than by a Bill and ayn 
romote a judicial arrangement of that sort without a Bill. 
very grievous trouble that there was now, and the great 


delay in mercantile cases, and also the extreme cost in civil cases. 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, 
Jomnt Stock ComMPaNrss. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
BLAENCALLAN UNITED LEAD MINES COMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for winding 
presented Mar 14, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., at the Royal 
phy on Mar 29. Hughes, Bedford row, agent for Hughes and Sons, 
Aberystwith, solicitors for the petitioners 
CHELSEA CAB Company, LimmTep.—Creditors are required, on or before April 
to send their names and addresses, and the pentioniees of their debts or c 
to Robert Muras, 50, Queen st, hog pe pen April 8 at 1is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
Couneustep 2 MILK AND aay Company, LriwiTep.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
2, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on April4. Ho and 
Co, Mincing ic lane, solicitors for the petitioner 
ALAH CENTRAL GOLD Muvges Company, LimiITED.—By an order made by 
Bacon, V.C., dated Mar 15, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
y be continued. Curtis, Chancery lane, and Miller, Sherborne lane, 
solicito tors for the petitioners 
Company, LimiTep.—Petition for winding up, presented Mar 20, 
directed to be heard before Pearson, J.,on April 5. Piesse and Son, Old Jewry 
chbrs, ccidaeas for the petitioners 
R. N. CUNNINGHAM AND CoMPANY, LimITED.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Apr 22, to Cyl their names and addresses, and the svucuale of their debts or 
claims, to Mr. William Lott Grimwade, 32, Queen Victoria st. May 6 at 1 is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 


ipreers, Swrane BaTH ASSOCIATI LIMITED.— an order made by 
Chitty, J., dated Mar 15, it was cael that the a. ME be wound up. 
Peake, New inn, Strand, solicitor for the oF gy pd 

Laras BONE AND SEED CRUSHING COMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for winding up, 

resented Mar 21, directed to be heard ot Fox-Bristowe, V.C., at the Assize 

| oar Manchester, on April 7. Field and Weightman, Liverpool, solicitors 
for the petitioners 

SourH AFRICAN SYNDICATE COMPANY, LimITED.—By an order made by Chitty, 
J., dated Mar 15, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of 7 Ba company 
be continued. Beall and C ‘0, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioner 

STAFFORDSHIRE ROLLING Stock COMPANY, Lrrrep.—Creditors are uired, on 
or before April 28, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of 
their debts or claims, to Henry Grosyenor Nicholson, 100, King st, Manchester. 
Ma: ng at 12 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


STEEL Company OF Cement, LuaTEeD.—Petition for winding up, presented Mar 

22, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on April 4. Bompas and Co, Great 
Winchester st. solicitors for the petitioner 

* VicrorIA” STEAMSHIP gy LuareD.—Petition for winding up, pre- 

queted Hier ®, directed to be heard before Fox Bristo ristowe, V.C., at the Assize 

anchester, on April 7. Field and Weightman, Liverpool, solicitors 


Courts, M 
for the petitioner 
(Gazette, Mar. 25.) 
Frienpty Socretres Dissotvep. 
(eas SocreTy, - King’s Arms Inn, Girtford, Renity, Bedford. Mar 19 
MourTvaL eter. Mar i } Soca, White Hart Inn , Market place, Fairford, 
° ar 1 
UstTep BROTHERS Jeomre, held at the house of Mr. J. G. Davies, Jeffreston, 
Pembroke. Mar 17 
Gazette, Mar. 21.1 
BLOFIELD SocreTy oF BRoTHERLY Love, King’s Head ser Blofield, Norfolk. 
UnNITeD Famity Lire ASSURANCE AND SICK BENEFIT SOCIETY, 50, Great Charles 
Birmingham. Mar 24 


st, 
(Gazette, Mar. 25.] 





































































































































































































































































































































































CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22. 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
o . , - LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 

ARBER, Mary, Great Budworth, nr Northwich. Apr5. Fletcher, Northwich 
BeEestnotoy, THomas, Cottingham, York, Gent. oy 29. ‘ Shepherd and Oe, 
Beverley 
CuENERY. Tomas, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st, Barrister at Law. Mayi. Soames 

See senecee sine Batis v4, Y 
Crozizr, Hewny, St Jo! st icensed Victualler. Apr 30. wma! 

Crawley Bower, Bedford row ; i - eee 
Perovsson, Wit11am Scort, North Shields, Engineer. Apr 15. Laws and Co, 

Newcastle upon Tyne 
GINGELL, James, East Ham. Essex,Gent. May1. Baddele »y, Leman st 
HEspERsON, ANNE Mary CHARLOTTE, Camberwell, Surrey. May 31. Danby 

and Son, om z y 

iN. an MILI k st, y 
HEMDERSON, MAxri A, Yor’ Portman sq. Apri4. Codrington Elers, 
Horr, oe Clough Fold, Lancaster, Butcher. Apr 23. Woodcock and 


—s RICHARD, Wellesley st, Euston rd, Publican. Apr 7. Bell, Clement’s 


LaNGFORD, Aura, Cambridge, Clerk. Apr 21. Lyon, Cambri¢ 


7 Fred Oo, DWARD, Boston Spa, York, Clerk in Holy Or riers. May 20. 


PEARSON, ALIcE Sorta, Mount A 
20 & Lincoln's sy ia. ee Pa: ie, tae th 

ARY ELIZABETH CAMPBELL, S e, 
Piast 1 ins in ae - undridge, Sevenoaks, Kent. Apr 30. 
OSEPH, ‘some, “Hammers, Apr 12. Hart, Peter h 
Pourcnasz. Hewny ——. ith, Licensed Victualler, ry 


Milner, Blackman st 
~ Manta, Be Bolton's pL “edtord sq, Lodging House Keeper. Apr 30. 


SHEPPARD, Frascis, Pembridge villas, Wimbledon Park rf 
Danstford villas, Merton rd, ” Wandsworth eo 
Srp, Wiitiase Hersey, Richmond, Surrey, Gent, May 14. Tamplin and Co, 


eH eee? ELizabeTH, Sumner pl, South Kensington. May 24. Baileys 
Ta Ponstxanco, Hawkshead, Lancaster, Plasterer. Apr-1 Heelis, 
TaYton, Josnwva. Adeton _ Lyne, Corn Dealer. June 14. Gartside and 
nder 
Ienamt, Moszs, Whitman rs Mile End, Fruit Salesman Anni 
Cheapside » Apr 2. ng, 




























































































































































| Gasette, March 18.1 







ANGUS, My St. Sichodt's oiey, Marine Insurance Broker. Apr 14, 
ham and Co, Philpot lane, Fenchurch st 
wr te EsTHER, Dunham, Chester. May 3, Partington and Allen, 


Barwa, =, THOMAS, Halifax, Gent, ner & Longbottom, Halifax 
SAMUEL, Gosbroton, Li Farmer. Mayi. Smith and Co, Horbliny 
— GEORGE HICKMAN, Gomercotes, Derby, Mining Engineer. Jung ; 
Parsons and Co, Nottingham 
BREWER, THOMAS, Goosnargh, Lancaster. Apr 1. Houghton and Co, 
Bury, JoHN, Over Darwen, Lancaster, Labourer. Apr 20. Costeker, Oy 


"| OSt Swith ee ms, JAMES, Morpeth st, Bethnal Green, Gent. Apr 30. Barber and iq 
’s 

OLowsEs, WiL11aM, Gloucester terrace, Hyde Park, Printer, Apr 22. Wily, 
Bedford row 


= EDWARD, Stewart's rd, Wandsworth rd, Messman. May 5. Large, Souj 


8s inn 
DEn1s0" Waitin, Lee Leeds, fe, Engines eer, Mayi1. Rooke and Midgley, Leeds 
DENT, Wrizam, . Barro ess, Veterinary rinary Surgeon. Apr 18. Po 


Gtiyn, Hon HENRY CARR, Fpton place, Eaton sq, Vice Admiral. May1. Lem 
and Lewis, Ely place, Ho’ 
GRAINGER, THOMAS ay "Newcastle upon Tyne, Esq. May 81. Arnott ani 
Swan, Newcastle upon e 
N. Mary, Richmond, York. May1._ Croft, Richmon 
a al ELLEN, Atherton, nr Manchester. May 5. Rea and Smith, Live. 


00. 
Hizr, Jane, Anhalt rd, Battersea, May 1. Harwood and Stephenson, La 
bard s 


HAWESWORTH, JAMES, senior, Bury, Coal Agent. Apr28. Grundy, Bu - § 

HEDGE, GEORGE, Gunter grove, rompton, Gent. Apr 30. Underwood and, 
Holles st, Cavendish sq 

HuGuHeEs, EpwakD, Sutton, Chester. Apr 26. Hill and Co, Ljpergent: 

J guaos, EDWARD, Shirley, Warwick, Gent. Apr 21. Blox and So, 


JOHNSON, apis, Lancaster. Apr30. Hall and Marshall, Lancaster 
KNOWLES, JAMES, Swaledale fone G Gent. Apr26. Tomlin, Richmond 
KxowLEs, THOMAS, Darnhali Hall, Chester, Esq, M.P. May1. Mayhew and(, 


Luor St Susan SomrEaan, Mylor, Cornwall. Aprii. Carlyon, Truro 
PARKIN, CHARLES, B romiley, Kent, Clerkin Holy Orders. May1. Hardistyai 
Rhodes, Great Megiborouss #6 
Porrer, W1i1L1AM, York. ay 25. Emsley, Leeds 
RENTINE ° Sutherland place, Walworth. Apr ®, 
Rossiter, Verulam bldgs, Gra 


RICHMOND, RICHARD, Liverpoo: | Apr 9. Lynch and Teebay, Liverpol 
SAYER, SAMUEL, Newbury, Berks, Licensed Victualler. Apr 19. Beale ai 


Suaw, HEnrRY, Bury, Cabinet Maker. r 28.  Gremiy, Bury, Lancashi 
SHERWEN, CAROLINE, Whitehaven, oun d. May 1. Brockbank ‘and Os, 


SPENCER, TOMAS, Shifnal, Salop, Gent. Apr 30. Edwards, Shrewsb 
ae Montpelier rd, P Peckham. Apri4. Nash and Field, Queens, 
ea) 
TayLor, ANN HEst, Doe. Devon. Mayi7. Bremridge, Exete 
THEOBALD, THEOBALD, Sutton Courtney Abbey, nr Abingdon, Seoe. May. 
Benell a and Edwards, Old Broad st 
HENRY DYKER, Bushby, Leicester, Italian Warechouseman. May fl. 
Radcliffe and Smith, Li verpoo! 
THorN, ELIZABETH, Milton next Gravesend. Apr 29. Marson and Dail, 
pe Be Bridge road 
CK, ELIZABETH, Parkstone, Poole. Apr 28. Aldridge and Aldridge, Poole 
hg ns aan, King st, Cheapside, Solicitor. ay 3. Huntington, King 
. Ca) e 
Watson, SARAH, Weedon Beck, Northampton. Apr 5. Roche, Daventry 
WHITEWAY, ht. Westcombe Park rd, Blackheath, Gent. May1. Sawani 
Son, Greenwich 
(Gazette, March 21.) 











SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
March 31.—Mr. R. A. REEVEs, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold and Leaseholl 
Properties (wo advertisement, this week, p. 3). 
April 2.—Mr. E. Jackson, at the Mart, at 2p.m., Leasehold Properties (see at 
vertisement, this week, p. 3). 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 





BIRTH 
TyYssEN.—March 20, at 59, Priory-road Wick Hampstead, the wife of Ambers 
Daniel Tyssen, barrister-at-law. of a daugh hter. 
WorrTHINGTON.—March 24, at Northolt, Bromley, Kent, the wife of 8. W. 
Worthington, barrister-at-law, “ o WG. 


is. 
BURKINYOUNG.—March 22, at Horley, Surrey, John Alfred Burkinyoung, 
or-at-law. aged 65. 
Droop.—March 21, at 11, Cleveland-gardens, Hyde-park, Henry Richmond Droop, 
of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, aged 61. 
GELDER.—Feb. 2, at Bankipore, India, Richard Paul Apcar van geldet, 
barrister-at-law. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 





Bankrupts, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
Creditors must forges their ye pecets of ¢ of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London* 
Fripay, March 21, 1884, 
Hascall, Charles, St Owuete slane. "Pet March 19. Brougham. April 8 at tt. 
ANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
FRIDAY, March 21, 1884. 
Middleton, Peter, Old Bond st, Cailor. March 17 
Storry, W William Aikman, Liucoln’s inn fields, Nolicttor. March 18 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1s . 
Pn peaens. 
Y¥, March 2 . 
Angell, Lewis, He mrtotes st img Gurion, ny Ring Maker. High Cout 
et Mar 6. Ord Mari7. Exam A April 24 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn folds 





Atkinson, Joseph, Scarborough, Bricklayer, Scarboro Pet Mar 18. Ord 
; Mar 18. Exam Mar 3iats “a = 
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rd, George, and Alfred Foster, East Grinstead, som, Builders, Tonbridge 


BVelis, Pet Mar 15, jo Mar 15. Exam Mar 25 


>», Thomas, and Joseph Tomkys, Stockton - "Tooe, ben Manufacturers. 
Tee eriand. Pet Mar i7 17. Ord Mari7. Exam Mar 27 a 
Bridgen, J J ome, sESEEEES, Sussex, Farmer. Brighton. Pot Mar 19. Ord Mar 19. 
p — at a Bey Norfolk st, Opal, Goss. Be Court. Pet Feb 28, Ord Mar 18. 
il 23 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fle 
one oe Charles, Beresford st, Walworth, Licensed Victualler. H 4 
Court. Pet Feb 4. Ord Mar 17. Exam April 28 at 11 at 84, Lincoln’s inn fi 
Davies, Dave, OF Gy aack, © Glamorganshire, Butcher. Swansea. Pet Mar 18. ord 
18, 


Mar ri 
Chastelain, Adolphe Phili »e, Guilford st, Russell sq, Printer’s Commercial 
Traveller. Hi rh curt, Pot Mar 17, Ord Mar 17. fem April 28 at 11 at 34, 
In’s inn 

mi Charles, Chipping Barnet, Hertfordshire, Farmer. Barnet. Pet Feb 13. 
Ord Mar 18. Exam April 9 at 11 at Townhall, et 

Bawards, », George Henry, Birmingham, Dry salter. Birmingham. Pet Mar 19. 
Ord M: 


xam April 10 
Greenberg, Alfred Solomon, and Leopold Jacob Greenberg, Mile End rd, pee 
ale Confectioners. Birmingham. Pet Mari7. Ord ‘ari7. Exam April 10 


Hancock, John, Milton, Staffordshire, Wholesale Baker. Hanley. Pet Mar 17. 
Ord M: tf Exam April 2 at 11 
Holliday, wi | Urmston, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. Manchester. Pet 
Mari7. O ‘Mar 19. Exam Mar 31 at 11.30 
Hopson, Arthur, and William Niblett Hopson , ponshouse, Gloucestershire. 
Grocers. Gloucester. Pet Mari5. Ord Mar 17. Exam A: pril 22 
Howlett, William, Newmarket, St Mary, Suffolk, Shoomalnes. Cambridge. Pet 
— 17. Ord Mar17. Exam Mar 26 at 2 
Robert, Gilmorton, Leicestershire, Hawker. Leicester. Pet Mar 17. 
‘Ord Mar 17. Exam April? at 10 
ian gnomes, I Lewisham, Kent, Carman. Greenwich. Pet Mar 1. Ord Mar 
18, Exam Apri 
Lateulere, Jean, Sun st, Bishopsgate, Boot Maker. High Court. Pet Mar 13. 
Ord Mar 17. Exam April 24 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Liewell: » Aieed, yo nr Cardiff, Printer. Cardiff. Pet Mari9. Ord Mar 
19. ar 28 at 2 
Logan, John, Grangetown, Yorkshire, Grocer. Stockton-on-Tees. Pet Mar 7. 
Ord Mar 19. Exam April 4 at 12 at County Court, Stockton on Tees 
Manley, Edwin, Middlewich, Cheshire, Grocer. Nantwich. Pet Mar 18. Ord 
Mar 18. Exam April1 
Oxlee, John Arthur Osiris, Skipton upon Swale, Yorkshire, Clerk in Holy 
Orders. Northallerton. Pet Maris. Ord Mar19. Exam April 7 at 11.30 at 
Court-house, Northallerton 
Perceval, Montagu William Cairns, Baschurch, Shropshire,Surgeon. Wickham. 
Pet Mari7. Ord Mari7. Exam April 4 
, Michael Joseph, Liv = out of business. Liverpool. Pet Mar 18. 
’Mar 18. Exam Mar 27 at 12.30 
i pusasine, » Newbridge, Myny aga tet Monmouthshire, Gent. Newport. 
‘et Mar 17 rd Mar17. Exam Mar 28 at 
Plier Thommen West —, Staffordshire, Butcher. Oldbury. Pet Mar 
1, Ord Mari7. Exam A) 
Riley, Henry Lindon, St. olen’ s, Solicitor. Liverpool. Pet Mar 17. Ord Mar 
17, Exam Mar 27 at 12 
Sizer, Elisha, Orby, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston, Pet Mar 15. Ord Mar 17. 
Exam April 3 
Iman, Henry Isaac, Ringsfield, Suffolk, Farmer. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Mar 18, 
Ord Mar 18. Exam April 5 at 11 at Townhall, Gt Yarmouth 
Syer, John, Hulme, Lancashire, Wholesale Looking Glass Manufacturer. Man- 
chester. Pet Maris. Ord Maris. Exam Mar 31 at 11.45 
Townsend, James. Trowbridge, Wiltshire, Innkeeper. Bath. Pet Mars. Ord 
Mar 18. Exam April 3 at 12.30 
Walters, Henry, Abertillery, Monmouthshire, Clerk in Holy Orders. Tredegar. 
Pet Mar 17. Ord Mari7. Exam April 4 
Waterworth, Edward Henry, Ely pl, Holborn circus, Commission Agent High 
mre. Pet Mar 17. Ord Mar 17. Exam April 22 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


fi 

Watts, George Dowdney, Bournemouth, Hampshire, Sanitary Engineer. Poole. 
Pet Mar 18. Ord Mar 18 

Watson, Dixon, Ha: cin, Mattheghamshiies, Farmer. Lincoln. Pet Mar15. Ord 
Mar 15. Exam Mar 31 

Wilson, Henry, Southsea, Lodging House Keeper. Portsmouth. Pet Mar 6. 
Ord Mar 17. Exam April 7 

Woodall, Robert, Irlams-o’ oie Height, Lancashire. Salford. Pet Mar4. Ord 
Mar 19. Exam April 2 at 1 

Yates, Lewis, Cannock, Staffordshire, Shopkeeper. Walsall. Pet Mari9. Ord 
Mar 19. Exam April 8 

Yeadon, John Arthur, Leeds, Engineer. Leeds. PetMar7. OrdMariz7, Exam 

‘ar 26 a' 


The following Amended Notice is substituted for that published in the London 


Gazette of the 7th March. 
White, Loren, Lave erpool, Watchmaker. Liverpool. Pet Mar 4, Ord Mar 4. 
ar a 
The following Amended Notice is substituted for that published in the London 


Gazette of the 14th March. 
Jones, Joseph, Liedrod, Cardiganshire, Farmer. Aberystwith, Pet Mar 11. 
Ord Mar 12. Exam April 2ati 


First MEETINGS. 


Atkinson, Joseph, Scarborough, Bricklayer. Mar 81 at 11. Official Receiver, 74, 
Newborough 


st Pears Ate 
Alfred, and James illesden green, Builders. Mar 28 at 2. 34, Lin- 
coln’s ~ fields 

re, and Alfred Foster, ie Grinstead, Sussex, Builders. Mar 28 at 
a Official 1 eceiver, 160, North st, Brighton 


4 Geo ‘ s 
snd, George East Grinstead, Builder. Mar 28 at 1. Official Receiver, 160, 


Chari i 2 
Del arice, | Ghip pping Barnet, Hertfordshire, Farmer. April 1 at 12. 98 and 29, 


George Henry, Birmingham, D: ter. A 
ceiver, Whitehall chbrs Gommers som: teinaeem | OMe Re 
ay jianelly, Carmarthenshire, Provision Merchant. April 4 at 1. 
Foster, Alf , Eas > S 
North st. Brighto “ Grinstead, Builder. Mar 28 at 1.30. Official Receiver, 160, 


Godfrey, ‘Thomas Bolton, Cambridge terrace, Station road, Starch 
ent! 29at11. 33, Carey st, Lincoin’s inn = green, Builder. 
menbers Alfrec Solomon and Leopors Jacob Geounbera, J Mile End rd, Whole- 


sale Confectioners, “ive ‘ole 
more row, Birming March 81 at 11. Official Receiver, Whitehall chbrs, Col 


Hancock, J Jobn, Milton, Staffordshire, Wholesale Baker, March 31 at 12. Official 
gieceiver, Nelson pl, Newcastle under Lyme 
al Arshur, and William Nit lett Hopeon Stonehouse, Gloucestershire, 


arch 29 at 8, Official Receiver, 84, Barton st, Gl 
Howlett willie. N Sages St Mary Ys pasolk, Shoomaker. ‘March 28 at 3.90 


Hecelver, 5, Ban otty Our » Cngals 
kle ’ Oe8' en » J arch 
Official Roe Receiver, go ie ix, Oolmore Sour ienteninee ” —T 


Jesson, Robert, Gilmorton, Leicestershire, Travelling Hawker. March 31 at 12. 
Official Receiver, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 
Jones, Joseph, Liedrod, Cardiganshire, Farmer. April 2 at 2. Townhall, Aberyst- 


Leqpseren, 6 John hn, Bute Docks, Cardiff, Coal Shipper. March 28 at 3, Official 


Receiver, 2, Bute crescent, Cardiff 
vse albert a, Af wn, qeuaiaise, Grocer. April 2at 11. Official Receiver, 


» Ri Sere, Eolilon of, Mision, cat of teste, March 28 at 1. 

SH i's tan eld 
O'Malley, Micpect pacl cose Peer ce pat ot of business. April 1 at 2. Official 
1c Wiliam Caen ony le EEG RO Surgeon. 


Perceval, i 
pier ot 9p eee rg tot Btatfordahire, Butcher. Mar 31 at 3. Official 


iver, Whi ooh 
Pome Rich mend, South 8) Hay Wee ae Mar 31 at 11. Official Receiver, 
Ree Dd da. ‘Drury iene, A Sere et Provision Dealer. Mar 29 at 12. 33 
Care Me anooln s inn ‘ 


st, 
Hen Lin St Helen’ Solicitor. A) 8 at 2. Official 
Riley, —;" ut i og Liverpo. pril 8 a 
8 D, Henry juffolk, Farmer. Mar 29 at 3.30. Official 
ver, Queen s 


, George, and William Bygate Airey wha South Tottenham, 

ay Megepents, Mar 28 at 12. i and Bar Bo a> 

Syer, J . Lancashire, Wholesale Loo lass Manufacturer. Mar 
Mats Official Receiver Ggrien cies, Bridge | baoniinaser 

Vw Pee. = Hayton, No Farmer. Mar 28 at 3. Sale Rooms, 
Bank s coln 

Watts, George Dowdney, Ly orm sie Hampshire, “anitary Engineer. April 
1 at 12.30. "Oficial Receiver, a 

Watts, James Laurence, Pembro! ke Dock, Pembrokeshire, Sculptor. Apr 8 at 12. 


County Court Office, Pembroke Dock 
Yeadon, John eer. Mar 31 at 11. Official Receiver, St 


Arthur, Leeds, Engin: 
Andrew’s chbrs, 22, » Bark row, Leeds 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
Basti, Fosse, Carrington, Nottingham, Grocer. Nottingham. Pet Mar 14. 


eewn, \ pemeen Fordington, Dorsetshire, Builder. Dorchester. Pet Mar 3. Ord 


Mar 
Collins, , Walter Mar 8” Carlton Colville, Suffolk, Farmer. Gt Yarmouth. Pet 
7. ar 1 
pe Ghastelain, Adol — ora Guiiees wd st, sq, Printer’s Commercial 
Traveller. High ut. Pet ri 
-} Dewsbury, Worksite, Boot + Dewsbury. Pet Mar 13. 
ar 18 
Gagratt, Joshua, Alrewas, Staffordshire, Farmer. Walsall. Pet Mar 13, Ord 
ar 17 
owe, 0 Jom Milton, Staffordshire, Wholesale Baker. Hanley. Pet March 17. 


Hirst, Samuel. Leeds, Mone = bey oy Leeds. Pet March3. Ord March 17 
Hemet bite = pee a et St Mary, oe ok Shoemaker. Camb: ridge. Pet 
arch 17 
Ogden, ‘Neihan, ‘Todmorden, Yorkshire, School Caretaker. Burnley. Pet Feb 
21. Ore arch 18 
Platt, fugues Mynyddislwyn, Monmouthshire, Gent. Newport, Mon. Pet 
March 17. March 17 
Pott, is “South Shields, Hay Merchant. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet March 
17. rc 
new. Se "Lindon, St Helen’s, Lancashire, Solicitor. Liverpool. Pet March 
17, are 
Specimen, Hentz - Ringsfield, Suffolk, Farmer. Gt Yarmouth. Pet March 
arch 1 
Stembridge, Samuel, and John pein Wood, Leicester sq, Jam Makers. Hich 
Court. Pet Jan 29. Ord March 1 
Syer, John, Hulme, Lancashire, Wholesale Looking Glass Maker. Manchester. 
Pet March 18. Ord March 18 
wt Edward, Sheffield, , Sheffield. Pet March 4. Ord March 18 
bas | James, Trowbridge, Wiltshire, Innkeeper. Bath. Pet March 8. Ord 


Wemeuh., Edward, Ely pit Holborn circus, Commission Agent. High Court. 
Pet March'17. Ord Mare! 


Wilson, Henry, Sou ang 5 House Keeper. Portsmouth. Pet March 6. 
Ord March i7 = 


¥ , William Amos, Hinton Loughbo: Junction, Bootmak High 
he ye — 5 ee bis 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
TuEsDAY, Mar. 25, 1884. 


Agecemba, Toneph Allen, Penge, Painter. Croydon. Pet Maris. Ord Mar 2. 

xam Ap 

Arden, aiwane mie, Stafford, Brewer. Stafford. Pet Mar 19. Ord Mar 19. 
Exam April 7 at 


Armitage, hay rN on e, Clothier. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Mar 
a tien honaeet 


, Richard Tiber Swansea, Li d Victualler. S Pet Mar 21, 
Bisale, ‘i Welbeck st, Art Decorator. Sah, Court. Pet Mar2. Oni 
Case, Henry, Bovey Tracey, Devonshire, Gent. Exeter. Pet Mar 19. Oni Mar 
Bath, Butcher. Bath. Pet Mar22. Ord Mar 22. Exam 


,, Lutman, and Horace Yerworth, Lower Thames st, Wine and Spirit 
its. Court. Pet Mar 18. Ord Mar 20. Exam A at 
pest gete Bhai seam Trunender. Bley. Pet Mars 
rne, M D. 
Ord Mar Exam Apr 2 at 12 at Townhall, H - — 
Dow, John, , Watford Hertfordshire, Sad Se att "Albans, Pet Mar 2. Ord Mar 


Eatson, William ag ep » orter Bottler. Barnsle: oY 
Mar 22. Ord Mar 22. Exam April 4 —— oe 


Bage, John William, Derby, ay Derby. Pet Mar 22. Ord Mar 
Exam April 22 





vane Thomas Louis, Balls Pond ri, y Bracket Maker. Hi Court. 
Pet Feb 16. Ord se 19. Exam April 2 a 11 Mt x4 Lincoln's inn 
= es Henry, Gresham st, nt. High Court. Pet Mar 2. Ord Mar 


Ane 2% at 1 at M, Lincoln's inn fields 
Hod, Ja ‘Fame roadstairs, Jeweller, Canterbury. Pet Mar 2. Ord Mar 22. 
xam_ A. 
Howe, bane Litherland, hen ashire, Build I . 
eee 2 ‘Beam Aprils wt 1 + AC zl uilder. Liverpool. Pet Mar2i. Ord 
umphreys, Charles, Bromsgrove, Worcestershire, Carriage Builder. Worcester. 
Pet Mar 22. Ord Mar 22. cxam April 4 at. 11,90 eae er 
, John Louis, Jermyn st, St James’, Gent. High Court. Pet Feb2s. Ord 
- ey EIS 24, Lincoln's inn elds Peck Butcher 
arner, illiam win, ni, Bayswater, High 
L Court. Pet Mar 20. Ord Mas oo et) April & at 1 at 34, Lincoln's inn 
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Morse, John Frederick Taylor, rT , Norfolk, Clerk in Holy Orders. ma. Jose Man urer. 
nse jgan. Pet Mar 20. Ord Mar 20. April 10 at 1.30 at Court-house, ra Baik Tattler iiddieaborough ieee matogt April ta4 O08 

8 

"i 


esborough 


Wil 
Frederick, Soqenrees te semeane Victualler. Southampton. Pet iBeoawayets Ba ote idge, pera: Aart 3 06 808, 
22. ar 22 xam nderw Marke Mayfair, ese! i 
Pa William, St Thomas the "Apostle, ‘Devonshire, Oarpenter, Exeter. Pet arey st _ enna, Ante 
May 21 1. Webb, William, Glosso » Grocer, April3 at 3. Official Receive 





Ord Mar 21. .Exam A’ 
Pee. Gostee, Liv sepodt, Game Dealer. Liverpool. Pet Mar22. Ord Mar 23. wr omnhall chmbrs Ashton wa under . 
xam Ap: at 12.30 ido bert, Houghto: ham, ie 
a s, George, pn, Fruit Salesman. Brighton. Pet Mar 20. Ord Mar 12. Ofiige afl ashton le » Das athe business. April § 
bem A; 17 


Apri oodall, Robert, irlemeo t. 0 
Rawson, Bawin Thomas, Lis Liscard, Cheshire, Builder. Birkenhead. Pet Mar 19. be rs Encombe pl, Salfor 7 » April 3 of 11.90, The Gag 
19. xam ADJUDICATION R 
Ro oper, F prened, sueeworth, Tejoentorehinn, Market Gardener. Leicester. Pet Arden. Al o Hills, if Btafo tafford, a Bapwee. Stafford. Pet Mari9. Ord Mar 19 
Mar xam May 7 a Dw ose carborough, Bri g 
Snape, Samuel, hey py = Merchant. Manchester. Pet Mar2i. Ord | pes R f _— oxleges. Noarborough. et Sav Siam 
21. m April 3 at 12 roadfoot, Robert, Crewe, Cheshir ellin y, a > 
Stamp, oe. saa. bt . Stomp. Perten-nnou-Liumbes, B eet ire, pond Mer ar 1 H Oh * Trav e Draper. Nentwich. Pot Fal 
oiners. Grea’ rimsby e ar 2 rd ar 22. xam Ap 4 atl at rown. m Hen: Minste le: Cante 
enn Hall, Grieey ST ney ety hie ne ‘ob haw: Ord “ye r, Kent, Gentleman Farmer. terbury. 
Steed, James, and Thomas Dyer Steed Ly alk Farm 1% ers. our ean, George, Hanley pirontonnder. Hanley. Pet Mar 20. Ord Mar 20 
Pet Mar19. Ord Mar 19. pr April 22 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s- inne Ed age, John ‘by, F' t ale , ‘ 
— yet Ly tchett Minster, Dorsetshire. Poole. Pet Mar 20. Ord ar 20. E a 5 Der og, Warustare Dealer. Deroy. Fet Mar st. Teg 
xam April 4 sfther, ohn Samuel, Wallingford, B: 
Tesple, Edmnnd, ovens wer y Acompient'e Ger. High e Court, Pet gwar. Ord ar 22 allingtor erkshire, Licensed Victualler. Oxford. ; 
ari. Ord Mar 20 xa Til 22 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s-inn- Ta iliam § Stewart, Westmins' 5 
eee eae a rY 4 kg Ae Reading. Pet Feb 2. Ord Het 18 = her, Gent, High Court, Pet Jan 2%, us 
ar 22 xam May 15 at2 at ssize Cow s, Reading arvey, John, Park Hall me ’ 
a as Gecaee, ——— Wells, Grocer. Tonbridge Wells. Pet Mar 18. Ord ef AA P Estate, Finchley, Builder. Barnct. Pet Mar 16. @ : 
ar 19 xam April 1 at 10 opson, Arthur, and Willia v f 
we PMfar bt eae Dempabie, Grocer. Ashton under Lyne. Pet Mar rovers. Giousaien. Pet Mar ig, Or wi i Me 3 Rhanehouns, Glonsssteas 
rd Mar 21 xam Ap at hreys, Charles, B: rn “ Mar @ 
Wood, Frank, jun., Storrington, Sussex, no business. Brighton. Pet Mar 4. ae ee fd — Te arriage Be mew, Warcenter. Pat 
Ord Mar 20.” Exam April 17 | Lf Frederick, Bangor, a Ie. Hotel Proprietor. Bangor. Pet ¥ 
First MEETINGS. 29. Ord Mar 20 
Anscombe, Joseph Allen, Penge, Painter. April2at12. Official Receiver, 109, | Lewin, Isaac, or ¥arn ter. Pet Febi13. Ord Mara | 
Victoria st, 8.W. Littlewood, John Senderson, ‘hawdl e, Huddersfield, Shoddy Age 
Armitage, George, Newcastle on Tyne, Clothier. April 3 at 11. Official Receiver, Huddersfield. Pet Mar Mar 22 7 
CONT chbrs, Westgate rd, Newcastle on Tyne Lillywhite, Frank Harry, wae Sussex, Skating Rink Proprietor. Brigh 
Barrah, Richard Ilbert, Swansea, Licensed Victualler. April 4 at 11. Official Pet Mar 5. O oo 
Receiver, 6, Rutland st, Swansea | Manley, Edwin, Middlewich, Cheshire; Grocer. Nantwich. Pet Mar 17. Ga 
Blake, Thomas, eng Thomas Blake, Stockton on Tees, Iron Manufacturers. | _ Mar 22 
April 1 at 2.30. J.T. Belk, solicitor, Middlesborongh McMahon, Frederick, St. Columb Major, Cornwall, Surgeon. Truro. Pet 
Bowpelow, James, 11, Hanover park, Peckham, Accountant’s Clerk. April 8 at 6, Ord Mar 20 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’ s inn, London Musgrove, Samuel, Caledonian rd, Islington, Baker. High Court. Pet Feb 
Botibol, ‘Solomon, Fleet st, Cigar Merchant. April 7 at 3. Bankruptcy bidgs, | _ Ord Mar22 be 
Portu gal 8 Parker, Frederick Searle, and William Searle Parker, Bedford row, Solicite 
Bridgen, x Midhurst, Sussex, Farmer. April 2 at 2. Angel Hotel, Mid- | pitigh Court. Pet Mar6. Ord Mar 20 
huret | Price, oe Cinderford, Gloucestershire, Draper. Gloucester. Pet Fob ff 
Case, Henry, Bovey Tracey, Deyonshire, Gent. April2at11, Officyal Receiver, | ae dM Be: 
3. Bedford circus, Exeter } Bherp, 2 ‘Alfred Joel, Spalding, Lincolnshire, Chemist. Peterborough. Pet Feb 
homes David, Clydach, Glamorganshire, Butcher. April 1 at 11. Official | . Ord Mar 20 
iver, 6, Rutland st, S wansea | Sizer, Elisha, Orby, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston. Pet Mari5. Ord Mar 17. 
Dean, George, Binalitieine, Staffordshire, Ironfounder. April2at 10. North | Smith, 3 Thomas, Weybread, Suffolk, Blacksmith. Ipswich. Pet Feb 28. 


Stafford Station Hotel, Stoke on Trent ar 23 fe 
Dow, John, Watford, Hertfordshire, Saidler. April 3 at 11.30. Essex Arms | Taylan Bayard, Blackley, Northamptonshire, Farmer. Banbury. Pet Feb a 











Watford 
Elias Simon, Heathcott st, Mecklenberg sq, Travelling Jeweller. April 1 at 12. | Temple, Edmund, Forest Gate, Essex, Accountant’s Clerk. High Court. 
4, Lincoln's inn fields | Mari. Ord Mar 
Howe. Samuel. Litherland, Lancashire, Builder. April 4at2. Official Receiver, Tonleon, John Taylor, Bishop Middlsham, Durham, Commercial Traveller. 
ldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool ham. Pet Mar 10. Ord Mar 

Humphreys Charles, Bromsgrove, Worcestershire, Carriage Builder. April4at | Wainman, William, New Lenton, Nottingham, Baker. Nottingham. Pet 
10.80. Official Receiver, Worcester | 28. Ord Mar 21 

Lane, Thomas, —_— Kent, Carman. April 1 at 12. Official Receiver, 109, | Walters, Henry, Abatillery, Monmouthshire, Olerk in Holy Orders. Trede 
Victoria st, | _ Pet Mari7. Ord Mar 2 

— haya Middlewich, Cheshire, Grocer. April 1 at 10. Royal Hotel, | Ward, Jane, and Sarah Ward, Scashevanahy Lodging-house Keepers. & 

| Dordugh. ‘Pet Mar7. Ord Mar 


Michelson, Edward, Aldermanbury, General Merchant. April 1 at3. 33, Carey | = -— on 


’s inn | 
Millsom Fredorick, Southampton, Licensed Victualler. April 4 at 2. Official CONTENTS. 
a ited, 4, East st, Southampton : BELT, © 
Mile, Edward, King William st, Timber Merchant. April 7 at 2. Bankruptcy | CupgrEent Topics .-----cccecscccccese 385 Nicols v. Pitman 
gs, Portugal st v : TACKING AS AFFECTED BY THE | Upt Bro 
Morse, John darick Tayiers South Hilgay, Norfolk, Clerkin Holy Orders. | Burprie SOcrmriEs ACTS .sccvese 387 Holland ¥. "Worle > Ae 
April 3at1. lamb Inn, Ely, Cambridgeshire oe AE WueEn DEMURRAGE BEGINS TO RUN 388 | Williams y. Jenkins ...... 
Oxlee, John Arthur Osiris, Skipton upon Sw ale, Yorkshire, Clerk in Holy Orders. | REVIEWS va: aeaaieok: ae In the Goods of Pease « ee ae 
April 1 af 1.50. Strickland’s Hotel, Thirsk Station, Thirsk CORRESPONDENCE ......ce-sccececee 389 Beevor v. Hill... ....-00. ser seet 
Page, William, St Thomas the Apostle, Devonshire, Carpenter. April 4 at 3. | Tae New PRACTICE :— Soricrrors’ CASES ..... PRAMS 
The Castle of Exeter, Exeter . i ; Hudson v. Osgerby ----. s-eeeve 900 | THE RETIREMENT OF Mn. DANIEL, 
Paton, George, Liverpool, Game Dealer. April4at 3. Official Receiver, Lisbon In re Nicholson’s Trusts . e- 390 | poselat cpreeetnaliace eecee cade ani 
bldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool ; Sheldon v. Nixon eee 890 | SOCIETIES .«-.-:. sees cecees seat 
Phillips, George, Brighton, Fruit Salesman. April 3 at 2. Chamber of Commerce, PRACTICE APPEALS FROM CHAM- LEGAL APPOINTMENTS . cece -occoenn 
Cheapside P BERS sseseceessese 890 | NEW ORDERS, &O. 
Rawson, Edwin Thomas, New Brighton, Cheshire, Builder. April2at1. 48, JUDGES’ OHAMBERS * Bid a < OBITUARY ..-. : 
ton sq, Birkenhead , BANKRUPTCY CasEs false LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK.- 
— George, Durham, Innkeeper. April 2at4.30, Hat and Feather Inn, | Gases or tHE WEEK :— | GOURT PRPERG .. 2 ccc ccc ccccescoall 
: : | Cropper v. Smith | CREDITORS’ CLAIMS oocccetl 
Sizer” yg Orty, Lincolnshire, Farmer. April 3 at 11.30, Official Receiver, 48, In pty i Anse 2g * Application « cove : S04 | LONDON GAZETTES, &0., &0. «+0008 
* : | Ex parte Johnson ..cces ----+-cecee 394 | 
& Pod Prete Ly tchett Minster,” Dorsetshire, Widow. April3at12. London ee : 
0 
Thorley, Ge George, Setheshen, Torkshice, Crate Manufacturer. April 4 at 2. Notices ro CoRRESPONDENTS.— All communications intended for publi¢ 
Receiver, Figtree lane, Sheffield “ a 
Thrift, George, Tonbridge Wells,-Grocer. Apriliat2.30. Chamber of Com- | in the SouicitoRs’ JOURNAL must be authenticated by the name and address 
merce, 145, Cheapside, London 


SOHWHITZER’S COCOATINA, EDE AND SON, A. SREAL PATHS, SOLICITORS @ 
Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. OBS in A ae ott ONERY | 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, | ROBE x os] MAKERS, COUNT BOOKS at ke neater Law and Gena 


with the excess of fat extracted, Peetionery: Wareh i 
The Faculty pronounce it “* the most nutritious, per- | s-road, London. lscap - 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or BX SPECIAL APPOITMENS, weight omy —s ruled for Affidavits or fh... 
Supper, and inyaluable for Invalids and Children.” | To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the poo a Muniitane bepé in “slack oiet F 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, Judicial Bench, Corporation of London &c. 14s., 16s. 176. 6d. — 18s, Se. per ream. Barnard’s Hat 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits made B ream. Letter Co pying Bo 
all palites, keeps for years in all climates, and is four — = eight qualities’ de xt), at wholesale — 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED | ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSBL AND BABRISTERS. ngrossed an Kept) Copied. ar 
with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Claim and | - ae davits, and every des¢ 
Mixtures. SOLICITORS’ GOWNS tion of Law Printin expeditiously and corr 
Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful | “ 4 done.—Send for Price and Samples to F, COB 
‘ toa Breakfast Cup, costing less than a helfpasny, ” Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, Bedford-row House, London, W.O. 
ocoatina a La Vanitizis the most delicate, digestible, | d Clerks of the Peac : 
cheapest Manilla Chocolaie, and may be taken when ™ EORGE 8. INGLIS, Expert in H 
richer chocolate is prohibited. a CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS writing and St, 8, Red Lion-s¢ 


> 36., 58. 3 by Ch 1 mdon, 

" ae “ greases on owey ESTABLISHED 1689. < TE. T hoge vo sige that he has been x 
. aS as 

H. Somwarsas £00.10, Adamet, Strand, Tondon, W, | 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON toga ta dont ©. Chabot. 
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